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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
INTRODUCTION 
Of the 2.8 million houses delivered by the government since 1994, only 17000 have 
used alternative technologies. Anecdotal evidence suggests that negative 
perceptions of alternative building technologies (ABT) held by beneficiaries hamper 
the roll out of ABT housing on a larger scale.  However, there is very little concrete 
evidence for this.  Research conducted to date by the Department has focused on 
the views and opinions of provincial officials and practitioners, and not on the actual 
beneficiaries or potential beneficiaries themselves (Mulondo, 2010).  This research 
aims to understand the perception of beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of ABT.   
LITERATURE REVIEW 
„Alternative‟ technology is an umbrella term for construction technologies that rely 
primarily on non-conventional technologies (DHS, 2008).  This includes appropriate 
and indigenous technologies.  „Appropriate‟ technology is simple technology that 
responds well to local needs and local culture using local materials, local techniques 
and local labour as far as possible (Troncoso et al, 2007). „Indigenous‟ technology is 
locally-based technology that uses local materials in a traditional manner. 
Perceived benefits of alternative technology include cheaper construction, quicker 
construction, job creation, and being more environmentally friendly.  Research 
suggests that in South Africa, government does not benefit from any cost savings 
related to the technology as the subsidy amount is paid for each house, irrespective 
of technology (Mulondo, 2010).  The perception that ABT is cheaper was not verified 
in research where respondents believed that it may well be more expensive, not only 
in terms of initial building costs, but also maintenance (DHS, 2008).  While many ABT 
houses may be built in less time than conventional houses, the start up time of 
projects such as training is often more in ABT projects (Mulondo, 2010).  Under the 
Breaking New Ground (BNG) programme the provision of housing is seen as a 
means of creating jobs and developing local economies.  
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Research conducted in 4 provinces in South Africa assesses the extent to which 
ABTs are used in low cost housing projects and their socio-economic impact on 
beneficiaries.  This notes that the perceived benefits of ABTs include the possibility of 
job creation in the plants that manufacture the technology and in the construction of 
the houses, and the transfer of specific skills (NDHS, 2003).  However, in Australia 
training and employment opportunities created in similar projects did not translate 
into sustained jobs or into a significant skills base (Walker, 2007).  
 
Challenges in ABT housing include lack of appropriate capacity and negative 
perceptions by beneficiaries, potential beneficiaries and officials.  The capacity of 
private sector contractors to build in remote areas and the technical capacity of local 
communities has been a challenge in such projects in Australia (Walker, 2007).  Lack 
of capacity is also a challenge in South Africa, particularly the human and financial 
capacity of innovators and contractors (Indaba, 2010).   
The perceptions held by beneficiaries and officials of alternative technologies are 
often cited as posing a major challenge to wide-spread roll-out of ABT housing (DHS, 
2010; Indaba report, 2010).  Official resistance to the new technologies rather than 
beneficiary perceptions presents a more significant barrier to the successful 
implementation of ABTs (Indaba report, 2010; Cortés Ballerino-Chile, 2002).   
Beneficiaries are suspicious of the unknown, and in low income housing, tend to 
regard its implementation as a sign that government is devaluing them by providing 
an inferior product (Chief Directorate: Research, DHS, 2010).  Beneficiaries‟ 
perceptions are influenced by structural quality, exposure and consumer education, 
and participation in the construction process and familiarity with the material. 
 
The literature review shows that that there is no general consensus around the use of 
ABT in housing.  In some cases perceptions of the advantages and disadvantages of 
an ABT approach have been shown to be incorrect.  What is clear is that many 
countries face similar challenges to those in South Africa, such as lack of capacity 
and negative perceptions of beneficiaries and officials.  Research shows that these 
can be overcome to a certain extent by education and participation.   
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Very little research focuses on the perceptions of beneficiaries and potential 
beneficiaries of alternative building technologies, and it is important to establish 
whether common conceptions such as negative perceptions of ABT are valid in 
South Africa. The belief that beneficiaries may reject ABT houses impacts on the 
willingness of politicians and officials to embark on such projects.   
RESEARCH PROCESS 
The research involved key respondent interviews with officials involved in ABT 
housing at national and provincial level, 10 focus group discussions with beneficiaries 
(i.e. people living in ABT houses), and 10 focus group discussions with potential 
beneficiaries in 14 different areas across Gauteng, Northern Cape, Western Cape 
and Eastern Cape.  Themes explored in focus group discussions included community 
consultation around ABT, experiences and perceptions of living in ABT houses, 
establishing the openness and willingness of those waiting for houses towards 
houses built using alternative technologies, and factors that affect perceptions. 
KEY ISSUES EMERGING 
Focus group discussions show that although most beneficiaries and potential 
beneficiaries feel more comfortable with brick built houses, they are not completely 
opposed to ABT.  Many respondents understand the need for speedy delivery of 
housing, believe this is an advantage of ABT, and that this often requires specialised 
labour. Many are also desperate to get any house, and not overly concerned with 
how it is built.  However, this is not consistent across communities and appears to be 
related to poverty levels.  Although many respondents would prefer a brick house, it 
seems clear that they would accept ABT, particularly if the comparative advantages 
of ABT are made clear.  Key issues identified from the findings are: 
 
i. Community consultation, education and liaison 
Prior to the development of ABT housing projects, potential beneficiaries have been 
consulted in various ways.  However, the approach has not been consistent.   
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People with vested interests (such as people who build using conventional methods) 
can sway community perceptions against ABT to protect their interests.  Consultation 
and education efforts need to take this into account.  
 
Beneficiaries are unaware of local offices where they can lodge complaints, receive 
information or support.  
 
In Gauteng, particularly Zola and Kaalfontein, consultation seems to have been more 
effective.  This could be because show-houses in these areas were well built. In 
Gauteng, ABT projects were generally built close to existing settlements, so people 
saw the building process as it unfolded.  In many Gauteng projects, the builders were 
on site for longer periods of time due to larger numbers of houses being built, and 
people could approach them if they experienced problems with their new houses.  
 
Several respondents, particularly at provincial and national level, highlighted the 
need for all stakeholders, including officials and politicians to be better informed 
about the advantages of ABT to promote its roll-out at scale. 
 
ii. Findings related to perceptions related to the technology used and 
the house itself 
There do not seem to be substantial differences between the perceptions of potential 
beneficiaries and actual beneficiaries of ABT. This could be due to the fact that most 
potential beneficiaries live close to existing ABT houses, and their perceptions would 
be based on people‟s experiences of these houses. 
 
Some respondents believe that materials used in the show houses are not the same 
as those provided to beneficiaries, and that they are given an inferior product.  
Despite the fact that some provincial officials indicated that the finishes on an ABT 
house are better than on a conventional house, this was not mentioned by focus 
group respondents. Similarly, some of the provincial interviewees indicated that 
durability and strength is an advantage of ABT, but for many respondents the 
strength and durability of their house seems to be a key concern.  This is linked to a 
common concern, particularly of beneficiaries, which relates to the foundation.  
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Focus group respondents in Gauteng seem to have a better impression of ABT than 
in other areas.  It is possible that this is linked to more effective consultation and 
education, but could be related to the fact that Gauteng beneficiaries are more 
urbanised and are likely to have come across ABT more than in other areas.  
 
It is very clear that problems that people experience in their house completely 
unrelated to the ABT used, affect their perception of the entire house and ABT in 
general.  Thus, widespread and recurrent plumbing problems, which appear to be 
common, mean that people may reject the house and the ABT used to build it.  
 
The level of need for a house, usually related to poverty levels, seems to affect 
perceptions e.g. in Lubala and Ngqeleni, people were more likely to indicate that they 
wanted any kind of house as they were desperate.  The exception is Weltevrede 
Valley, where people did not seem as happy to have any house, despite extreme 
need.  This could be because Weltevrede Valley is one of the oldest projects, so 
houses are smaller and would have experienced more wear than the newer projects.  
 
Problems related to ongoing maintenance and repairs include lack of clarity over who 
is responsible, how to do repairs, and inability to pay for them.  As one respondent 
indicated, beneficiaries are extremely poor and often have little to no income. They 
are therefore unable to pay for any maintenance or repairs.   
 
iii. Findings related to perceptions of tendering and workmanship 
Many residents raised complaints about the construction process, the most common 
being that incorrect use of materials (specifically reducing the concentration of 
cement used and allowing insufficient curing time for bricks) causes problems which 
are not related to the ABT itself, but failure to implement it properly. While some 
respondents expressed a need to employ local people, many were frustrated that 
inexperienced, unqualified and unskilled workers were used, resulting in problems. 
This was often linked to the use of sub-contractors, who are seen to cut corners, 
exploit workers and produce inferior products.  
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The perception is that few local people have benefited from employment on projects, 
and that contractors usually bring in people from outside.  However, many people 
understand that skilled or experienced labour is required for ABT and that this might 
preclude a high percentage of local labour being used.  Several went so far as to 
blame problems on the use of unskilled labour, in some cases from their area.  
 
The fact that the entire construction process is not properly monitored and that 
completed houses are not inspected was raised as a problem in many areas.  A 
suggestion was made that the actual beneficiary be tasked with monitoring the 
construction of their house to ensure correct use of materials and building 
techniques. 
 
iv. Factors affecting perceptions 
Although most communities indicate that brick is preferred, it was not possible to get 
a sense of which ABT would be preferable as the technology used across most of the 
projects examined in this research was polystyrene.  Several factors clearly influence 
perceptions of both beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of ABT:  
 Consultation, particularly seeing a show-house, improves people‟s perceptions.  
 If people see a show-house and are then provided with a house that has inferior 
building materials or finishes, it affects their perceptions negatively. 
 Perceptions can be influenced by vested interests such as existing builders. 
 Problems unrelated to the technology can result in negative perceptions of the 
ABT (such as plumbing).  People are unlikely to separate perceptions that are 
specific to the ABT from their perceptions of the house overall. 
 Extremely poor people are likely to accept any house, and are less affected by 
negative perceptions of ABT. 
 Seeing unskilled local labour used in specialised tasks can affect people‟s 
perceptions negatively. 
 Negative perceptions of the floating foundation may be difficult to overcome as it 
could be based on experience of problems or on prior knowledge of conventional 
foundations. 
 Perceptions of corruption and theft of materials has a negative effect on 
perceptions.  
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 The type of ABT used does seem to affect people‟s perceptions.  However, as 
almost all projects used similar technology, it is difficult to assess any 
preferences for one form of ABT over another. 
 Tenure issues, the allocation of houses to beneficiaries, and how projects are 
rolled out to communities all affect people‟s perceptions.  In some cases, such as 
Zola 2, potential beneficiaries expressed concern that acceptance of the ABT 
houses as backyard shacks would reduce their ability to control what is a 
valuable source of income in renting out structures.  
RECOMMENDATIONS 
Communication, participation and liaison 
i. Beneficiaries’ education and liaison 
 Show-houses 
Show-houses are an effective way of educating beneficiaries. However 
government needs to make sure that households receive houses that are the 
same as the show-house.  If given a choice people should receive what they 
selected.  It is recommended that for all ABT projects, a show-house be built for 
beneficiaries to experience the technology. This should be built prior to the 
project and the community should be allowed 12 months to interact with the 
technology and observe it over the four seasons.  Building 2 show-houses side-
by-side, one of brick and the other ABT, would enable people to see and 
understand the differences and help them to make a realistic comparison.  
 
 Maintenance and repairs 
Having a central office where people could lodge complaints or raise concerns 
and receive more education about maintenance and repairs of their house would 
be useful.  In particular, concerns around the floating foundation, strength and 
durability of the house need to be addressed on an ongoing basis. 
 
 Engagement with officials 
Beneficiaries need to be able to hear from the officials what the project is about, 
the technology to be used, and feel free to ask questions. Community meetings 
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should occur prior to and during construction and post occupation.  These need 
to address all aspects of the delivery of housing such as tenure, and earning 
rental from back yard shacks, not just the ABT house itself.   
 
 Deeper understanding of comparative advantages of ABT  
It is important to educate beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of the 
advantages of ABT in comparison to conventional methods.   
 
ii. Guidelines for participation 
Guidelines should be developed to assist officials to handle community 
consultation, engagement and management around ABT housing in a more 
systematic and streamlined manner. It is recommended that research be 
conducted to compile a manual, highlighting good practice case studies.  This 
needs to involve all stakeholders, including the ABT contractors, so that issues 
such as employing local labour and skills transfer in ABT construction are 
addressed.   
 
iii. Participation of beneficiaries in monitoring 
Involving beneficiaries in all aspects of the planning and implementation of 
projects, including monitoring work promotes greater acceptance of the finished 
product.  Having local people monitor the construction is likely to improve 
construction and acceptance by the beneficiary.  
 
iv. Education of officials and implementers 
It is important to change the negative perceptions of some officials and councillors 
to promote ABT at scale.  Education and marketing such as that identified above 
should be done at all levels.   
Realistic assessment of the local context 
i. Use of appropriate materials and total cost of delivering an ABT house 
It is not clear that the ABT being used in the projects considered here, such as 
polystyrene, is suitable for South African conditions.  It is also apparent that 
Dept of Human Settlements, 2011  Understanding Beneficiary Perceptions of Alternative Building Technologies 
 
9 
 
different types of ABT may be suited to different locations within South Africa, 
and that other options could be explored.  For example, in the Eastern Cape 
transportation costs are high and access by road causes difficulties related to the 
current ABT being used.  A balance needs to be made between costs related to 
the use of ABT, such as transportation costs, and the cost of the actual house.  It 
is recommended that further investigation take place into developing alternative 
technologies most appropriate for the varying conditions across South Africa.  
 
ii. Capacity needed for some types of ABT 
ABT projects should be based on a realistic understanding of the conditions in 
which people live, and the context in which houses will be built.  For example, if 
the maintenance of an ABT house is expensive, requires particular materials not 
available locally or specialised skills, poor people are not likely to be able to 
maintain their houses. 
 
iii. Understanding of local conditions and how people live 
Similarly, requirements that activities such as heating or cooking do not take 
place in ABT structures are unrealistic and likely to be ignored by beneficiaries, 
or cause unhappiness with their houses.  There is a need not just to provide a 
house, but to improve people‟s lives by fitting their reality. 
Issues related to the construction and delivery process 
i. Monitoring and inspection 
A major concern raised by beneficiaries was shoddy workmanship and the lack of 
supervision, monitoring and inspection. Given the concerns and lack of 
experience with ABT, it is important that the construction process is done well and 
effectively supervised.  
 
Monitoring on a daily basis could be by the beneficiary themselves, as proposed 
above and it would be useful to investigate what the implications would be of 
using beneficiaries to monitor construction of their own house.  
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However, each finished house needs to be inspected by the relevant NHBRC and 
provincial officials, with appropriate consultation with Agrément. To promote 
acceptance of the finished product it is important that this be seen to be done by 
beneficiaries.   
 
ii. Use of local labour 
If unskilled labour is used, it is preferable that it be from the local area, as workers 
are then more accountable to the community. Even in the case of skills more 
specific to the technology, if members of the community are trained and are seen 
by the community to benefit in terms of skills transfer this will assist in acceptance 
of the ABT.  Involving communities from the outset of the project, so that they can 
assist in selecting candidates for training, through either their councillors or 
municipally-led selection processes, is recommended.  
 
iii. Political will, funding and intergovernmental cooperation 
To encourage the roll-out of ABT houses, and remove the difficulties faced in 
delivering ABT rather than brick, a separate funding stream for ABT housing 
should be considered, which would increase the motivation for officials to choose 
ABT, and for this to be supported by politicians.  
 
There needs to be political will to drive the process of delivery of ABTs, 
addressing related issues such as transportation and access. In areas where 
access is extremely difficult to develop ABT housing projects at scale, improved 
access is needed.  
 
iv. Tenure and allocation of houses 
Linked to the above, issues around tenure, how people are allocated houses, and 
how they are rolled out to communities affect perceptions. These need to be 
addressed prior to construction to ensure acceptance of the project, and to 
reduce problems.  Having different types of subsidy houses in one community 
may cause problems as people compare experiences, so keeping the roll-out of 
the same type of house across a community is recommended.  
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2. INTRODUCTION  
One of the greatest challenges faced by the democratic government post-1994 was 
an immense backlog and shortage of housing for poor South Africans. Since 1994 
government has embarked on an ambitious housing program to engage in mass 
delivery of housing. The program has delivered close to 3 million houses to families 
who previously had no proper housing. Initially the focus was on the delivery of 
houses, under the Reconstruction and Development Programme (RDP).  
Government has subsequently moved towards a more holistic approach, focusing on 
a range of neighbourhood conditions rather than just a house.  A key aspect of this 
policy shift is Breaking New Ground (BNG). One of BNG‟s stated objectives is 
utilizing housing as an instrument for the development of sustainable human 
settlements, in support of spatial restructuring.  
 
The BNG houses of post 2004 aimed at meeting the needs of affordability, quality, 
constructability (easy to construct), energy efficiency, low maintenance, and being 
quick to construct (Odhiambo, ASA, 2009).  Of the 2.8 million houses delivered by 
the government, only 17000 have used alternative technologies according to the 
latest figures available from the Department. This is despite the policy space and 
building regulations that do not prohibit the use of alternative building technologies in 
government housing development projects. Although provinces have piloted or 
engaged with different technologies, this has not resulted in large scale housing 
development projects.  
 
The regulatory environment around ABT in South Africa involves several 
organisations.  These are the National Home Builders Registration Council (NHBRC), 
the National Housing Finance Co-operation (NHFC), the South African Bureau of 
Standards (SABS), and Agrément. 
 
The NHBRC is a legislative body of government operating exclusively with the home 
building industry.  It is a housing regulator, responsible for ensuring housing quality 
nationally, and enforces quality by upholding national quality regulations, conducting 
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inspections to make sure that there is quality, risk management, and providing 
training to businesses that are registered with them.  With regard to alternative 
building technology they are involved in risk management as they provide a 5 year 
warranty on all housing structures.  
 
The NHFC was formed in 1996 by the then Department of Housing with the aim of 
broadening and deepening access to affordable housing finance and housing 
structures as a way of improving socio-economic challenges of the country. NHFC 
provides housing finance, project facilitation and technical assistance to private and 
public entities ensuring the availability of housing stock for its target market, which is 
any household with a monthly income of between R1500 and R15 000.  
 
SABS is the custodian of standards in the country and is responsible for conventional 
aspects, testing and producing codes and standards.  Agrément is an independent 
classification body based at CSIR, which is part of an international body that 
conducts performance based testing. Agrément was established to deal with 
innovation in the construction environment and deal not only with housing but with 
general construction.   
 
The Ministry tasked NHBRC to look at ways of promoting innovative housing systems 
to meet the demand. This resulted in the establishment of the Eric Molobi Housing 
Innovation Hub (Odhiambo, 2009).  The Department has engaged through its own 
research and through the CSIR, the NHBRC, financial institutions and construction 
companies, various aspects around the delivery of housing. Most recently this has 
taken the form of a national indaba where all stakeholders came together to consider 
the various aspects around alternative building technologies. Anecdotal evidence 
suggests that negative perceptions of ABT held by beneficiaries hamper the roll out 
of ABT housing on a larger scale.  However, there is very little concrete evidence for 
this.  This is a gap that this project seeks to fill, by gaining an understanding of the 
perceptions of beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of ABT housing in order to 
facilitate improved delivery of houses across the country.  
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Research conducted to date by the department has focused on the views and 
opinions of provincial officials and practitioners, and not on the actual beneficiaries or 
potential beneficiaries themselves (Mulondo, 2010).  The key objective of this 
research is to understand the perception of beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries 
of alternative building technologies.  The need is to see how alternative technology 
use can be scaled up as currently only pilot projects exist. The focus of this research 
will be more urban as the department recently completed a study of rural projects 
which focussed on indigenous knowledge systems. The study focuses on recent 
projects in Gauteng, Northern Cape, Western Cape and the Eastern Cape, as 
requested in the terms of reference.   
The report consists of 5 sections.  Section 2 provides an overview of the key 
literature used to develop the research and contextualise the findings.  Section 3 
outlines the methodology used to conduct the research.  In Section 4 the research 
findings are presented, looking at both the interviews conducted and the focus group 
discussions. Thereafter the key issues emerging are highlighted.  Section 5 provides 
the conclusion and recommendations.  
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3. LITERATURE REVIEW 
3.1 INTRODUCTION 
The review of literature conducted for this study focused on 2 key areas: alternative 
housing technology, particularly as it applies to South Africa, and perception studies.  
This section of the report examines some of the key literature available that is 
relevant to beneficiary perceptions of ABT housing.  This section first considers key 
conceptual issues around perceptions and around ABT housing.  It then briefly 
outlines the implementation of ABT in South Africa.  This is followed by a 
consideration of the benefits and challenges of ABT respectively.    
 
3.2 CONCEPTUAL ISSUES 
Perception is a process whereby individuals organize and interpret their sensory 
impression in order to give meaning to the environment (Sablynski, undated). In so 
doing the nervous system extracts certain information from stimulii and interprets this 
in the context of earlier experience. Thus our perceptions are not direct records of the 
world around us but are constructed internally.  People therefore respond not to the 
way their external environment actually is but rather to what they see or believe it to 
be (Sablynski, undated).  What we remember from our past and what we believe will 
affect the construction of what we perceive.  
 
Perceptions are affected by people‟s culture, motivation, interests, experience and 
knowledge (or lack of it), expectations, and background. People‟s background is 
likely to have effect their perceptions of alternative technologies. Experiences of 
those who live in houses built using alternative technologies are likely to affect their 
perceptions and even the perceptions of those with whom they interact.  
 
The adoption of innovations by a community requires a change in perceptions and 
takes time, with some people accepting the new technology readily.  Others follow 
later particularly if the early adopters are community leaders, while the sceptics 
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accept with caution and under pressure.  There is a final, suspicious group who are 
rooted in the past, and are least likely to change (Troncoso et al, 2007).  Adoption of 
a technology usually only occurs if the technology represents a relative advantage to 
the consumer, being more useful or valuable in some respect (Troncoso et al, 2007). 
 
There are several key terms used in discussions relating to non-conventional or 
innovative housing, some of which often erroneously tend to be used 
interchangeably.  These terms include „alternative‟ technology, „appropriate‟ 
technology and „indigenous‟ or „traditional‟ technology.  These are often together 
referred to as sustainable or green technology (CSIR, 2006). 
 
„Alternative‟ technology is a broad umbrella term for design approaches and 
construction technologies that rely primarily on non-conventional technologies not 
common in mainstream housing delivery (DHS, 2008).  This includes appropriate and 
indigenous technologies.  Thus alternative technologies include a range of options, 
from local, traditional building practices to advanced, imported technologies (CSIR, 
2006).  
„Appropriate‟ technology is technology that is well situated within the local context, 
being simple technology that responds well to local needs and the local culture, using 
local materials, local techniques and local labour as far as possible (Troncoso et al, 
2007).   It is clear that what is appropriate in one context may not be so in another.  
Appropriate technology relies on local wisdom in terms of building techniques but 
may use local materials in new and innovative ways such as sandbag or straw bale 
construction.  „Indigenous‟ technology, on the other hand, refers to traditional, locally-
based technology that uses local materials in a traditional manner, such as mud brick 
or wattle-and-daub. 
Whatever housing system is used it should “be affordable, be acceptable to the client 
or the end user, answer to the needs of the community, make best use of local 
resources (this could include labour), be economically advantageous to the 
community and be of such a nature that the community`s resources are sufficient to 
operate and maintain the buildings” (Knoetze et al, undated). 
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3.3 IMPLEMENTATION OF ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES IN 
LOW INCOME HOUSING IN SOUTH AFRICA  
In order to understand the process of implementing alternative technologies in low 
income housing in South Africa, it is important to consider the legislative framework 
for low-income housing generally.  This sub-section therefore first provides a brief 
overview of the legislative framework for low-income housing, and then considers the 
implementation of ABT in low-income housing.  
 
3.3.1 Legislative framework for housing in South Africa 
After the elections in 1994, the National Housing Forum developed a housing policy 
which formed the basis for the white paper on housing (Parnell et al, 2007). It 
promoted construction for home ownership rather than rental stock, and addressed 
the subsidy issue. The subsidy at that time was R15000 for the lowest income group 
which allowed for a serviced site and a basic top structure (Donaldson and Marais, 
2002, cited in Parnell et al, 2007). Three types of delivery were used, a housing 
project subsidy linked to ownership of a house constructed by a formal contractor 
(known as RDP housing), the people‟s housing process1 where the home-owner 
builds the house themselves or hires a contractor, and the institutional housing 
subsidy focusing on rental or rent-to-buy housing.  The Housing Act of 1997 
promoted the concept of a housing development process  as "the establishment and 
maintenance of habitable, stable and sustainable public and private residential 
environments to ensure viable households and communities in areas allowing 
convenient access to economic opportunities, and to health, educational and social 
amenities …” (section 1 of the Housing Act, No. 107 of 1997).  Following the 
development of the National Housing Code in 2004, as outlined in the introduction, 
government has adopted a more holistic approach, focusing on a range of 
neighbourhood conditions rather than just a house.  A cornerstone of this is Breaking 
New Ground (BNG), which aims to develop sustainable human settlements, in 
support of spatial restructuring.  
                                            
1 The People’s Housing Process recognises that if beneficiaries are given the chance either to build houses themselves or to organise the 
building of houses themselves, they can build better houses for technical, financial, logistical, and administrative assistance. 
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The legislative framework within which housing is delivered is one which requires 
that all three spheres of government “give priority to the needs of the poor, consult 
with communities, ensure that housing development provides a choice, is 
economical and sustainable2, is based on integrated development planning, 
promotes individual and group initiatives to provide housing, and observes the 
principles of intergovernmental relations” (Parnell et al, 2007).  This is done within 
the context of developmental local government which is defined by the White Paper 
on Local Government as: 
 
“Local government committed to working with citizens and groups within the 
community to find sustainable ways to meet their social, economic and material 
needs and improve the quality of their lives.” 
 
Local government is required by the Constitution of South Africa (Act 108 of 1996, 
Chapter 7) to “encourage the involvement of communities and community 
organisations”, adopting a cooperative approach whereby local government “should 
enhance opportunities for participation” (Mathekga and Buccus, 2006).   
Fundamental to developmental local government are municipal Integrated 
Development Plans (IDPs) required by the Municipal Systems Act of 2000. The 
intention of the IDP is to prioritise needs and coordinate governmental activities in 
municipalities, focusing on issues such as municipal budgets, land management, 
local economic development and institutional transformation.  In developing their 
IDPs municipalities need to consult with their residents in a consultative, systematic 
and strategic manner (Parnell et al, 2007).   Mechanisms for such participation 
include ward committees, budgetary and other hearings and public calls for comment 
on policies, plans and budgets.   
 
With regard to housing, every municipality must  
 
                                            
2
 Emphasis added 
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“take all reasonable steps within the framework of national and provincial housing 
legislation and policy to ensure that residents have access to adequate housing; 
unhealthy or unsafe conditions are prevented or removed, services in respect of 
water, sanitation, electricity, roads, storm-water drainage and transport are provided 
in an economical and efficient manner. Municipalities must set housing delivery 
goals; designate land for housing development; create a public environment 
conducive to financially and socially viable housing development; promote the 
resolution of conflicts in housing development; initiate, plan, co-ordinate, facilitate, 
promote and enable appropriate housing development; provide bulk engineering 
services and revenue generating services and plan and manage land use and 
development” (Parnell et al, 2007). 
 
Thus, in fulfilling its obligations to provide housing the Department of Human 
Settlements needs to consult not only with the relevant municipal officials, but also 
with local communities and to ensure that such consultation and the decisions that 
emerge from this are captured in the IDP.  Effective community participation needs 
to ensure that  
 
“people are able to feel ownership and a sense of affinity for the system, beyond 
merely viewing local government as an engine for service delivery. The system 
should not only provide material services, but political services by drawing 
participation from within communities.  Participatory democracy is not about being at 
the receiving end of democracy, but being an active participant in the process” 
(Mathekga and Buccus, 2006).  
 
However, despite having the appropriate legislative framework and relevant 
mechanisms for community participation in place, in practice community participation 
has often proved difficult and time-consuming and has been seen as token by some.   
3.3.2 Use of alternative technologies in low-income housing 
Historically, indigenous building technologies used in South Africa include stone/rock 
mostly used to build kraals, shelters, straws and adobe. Research into the use of 
alternative technologies in low income housing was first conducted by the then 
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Department of Housing in 2003.  At that stage, only 5 provinces had made use of 
ABT in housing projects, these being Gauteng (with 1 project), Western Cape (with 2 
projects), Eastern Cape (with 1 project), Limpopo (with 7 projects) and Mpumalanga 
(with 1 project).  The research focused on the socio-economic impacts of such 
housing on beneficiaries.  In 2004 the Lynedoch EcoVillage in Stellenbosch was 
completed.  This was “the first ecologically designed socially mixed intentional 
community in South Africa” with the Sustainability Institute acting as “animator” of the 
design innovation, institutionalization and community building processes”. Of the 45 
residential plots, 15 were set aside for government subsidised housing (Social 
Housing Foundation, 2010).  By 2008 further research by the Department showed 
that the use of ABT in low cost housing was still rare.   
 
The table below shows the implementation of ABT low costs housing projects in 
South Africa by 2010. 
Table: Implementation of low cost ABT housing projects (based on information 
provided by DHS) 
 
Research conducted in 2003 
Province Projects/ Area Technology 
Western Cape  Delft South 
 Weltevrede 
 Everite Fibre Cement 
and Everite Fibre 
cement and blocks 
 Concrete slabs 
Eastern Cape  Have Hill South  Compressed earth 
technology 
Limpopo  Mahume 
 Ndengese 
 Dzumeri 
 Marapong 
 Gravelotte 
 Lebowakgomo 
 Hlanganani 
 Interlocking bricks 
 Interlocking bricks 
 Interlocking bricks 
 Shutters and concrete 
 Shutters and concrete 
 Shutters and concrete 
 Shutters and concrete 
Mpumalanga  Phubelihle  Interlocking blocks 
Gauteng  Phala Park  Pre-case concrete 
beams (ecoframe) 
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Research conducted in 2008 
Province Projects Technology 
 
 
Gauteng 
 Nomzamo, Soweto 
 Kaalfontein 
(Johannesburg 
Municipality) 
 Soshanguve LL, 
Pretoria 
 Orlando; Zola; 
Boipatong & 
Mamelodi 
 Polycon brick 
 Prefabricated 
concrete panels 
 Hydraform, a dry 
stacking brick 
 Emison, polystyrene 
walls sprayed with 
plaster on both sides 
Western Cape   Laingsburg project 
 Embokweni 
 Moladi technology 
 Recycled second 
hand materials 
 
Eastern Cape 
 Aliwal North 
 Elliotdale 
 Moladi Technology 
 Interlocking soil 
cement mud bricks 
Northern Cape  Kimberley (private 
driven company) 
 Galeshewe (near 
Kimberley) 
 Soul City 
 Windsorton settlement 
(built 12 years ago) 
 Chem-force 
technology: a fibre 
and concrete 
technology 
 Shuttering system, 
build with concrete 
 Dry-stacking mud-
brick 
 Soil-cement bricks 
Kwazulu-Natal  Innovation Hub  
Mpumalanga  Delmas (piloted)  Interlocking bricks 
North West  2 show houses  Interlocking bricks 
 
Updated information, 2010 
Province Projects/ Area Technology 
 
 
Gauteng 
 Zola Backyard 
upgrade 
 Mamelodi & 
Atteridgeville 
 Kaalfontein 
 Finetown: Imison IP & 
Fibrecote 
 Pre-cast Concrete 
panel Vlakfontein ext 
3: Goldflex 100 
 Diepsloot project: 
Moladi Moulds 
 
Eastern Cape 
 Ndevana (rural 
project) 
 Elliotdale 
 O R Tambo (Lubala 
and Ngqeleni) 
 Nelson Mandela 
Metro 
 Gold flex 100 building 
system and Nutech 
roofing material 
 Cemforce GRC 
 Imison 
 Imison 
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Kwazulu-Natal  Transitional housing 
 Alternative technology 
hub (innovation hub) 
 Modular form 
Free State  Ladybrand (1 unit)  Sand stone 
 
From deliberations conducted during the Indaba held by the National Department of 
Human Settlements (NDHS) in 2010, certain key issues arose. It became clear that  
the focus needed  to shift from housing to human settlements, in line  with the 
Department‟s change in focus, and that innovators must assist the government not 
only to build sustainable new homes, but also in building sustainable new cities and 
towns. It further emerged that innovation should be contextual and cost effective, that 
alternative technologies ought to be more settlement focused rather than simply top 
structure focused, and that environmental considerations needed to be taken into 
account.  
 
3.4 BENEFITS OF ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES 
Several perceived benefits of alternative technology have been cited in the literature.  
These include cheaper construction, quicker construction, job creation, and being 
more environmentally friendly.  Research by DHS provides a more nuanced 
understanding of these claims.   
Research conducted by DHS suggests that in South Africa, government does not 
benefit from any cost savings related to the technology as the subsidy amount is paid 
for each house, irrespective of what technology has been used to build it (Mulondo, 
2010).  The perception that ABT is cheaper was not verified in research conducted 
by the Department in 2008 where respondents believed that it may well be more 
expensive, not only in terms of initial building costs, but in terms of maintenance 
(DHS, 2008).  
With regard to the speed of construction, while many ABT houses may well be built in 
less time than conventional houses, the start up time of projects in terms of training 
and other activities is often more in ABT projects (Mulondo, 2010).  Despite this, the 
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department‟s research showed that respondents in the Eastern Cape and particularly 
Gauteng believed ABT projects were completed quicker than others.  
One of the advantages of ABT housing is that it can provide opportunities for women 
contractors and labourers. This is so, for example, in the case of polystyrene panels 
which are light and easier to manage than conventional bricks.  
The objectives of BNG include accelerating the delivery of housing as a key strategy 
for poverty alleviation, and utilising housing as a major job creation strategy.  Thus 
the provision of housing is now seen as a means of creating jobs and developing 
local economies. Backward and forward linkages are important, with markets, labour, 
and income-generating ability all being important considerations (Schilderman, 
2010). This suggests that what a house does can be at least as important as what a 
house is, in terms of links between the business of building houses and the goal of 
improving livelihoods and building social, political, physical and human resource 
assets (Turner, cited in Lyons and Schilderman, 2010).   
Research conducted in 4 provinces in South Africa assesses the extent to which 
ABTs are used in low cost housing projects and their socio-economic impact on 
beneficiaries.  This notes that the perceived benefits of ABTs include the possibility of 
job creation in such projects (NDHS, 2003).  In this respect, employment 
opportunities could be created in 2 spheres. These include the plants that 
manufacture the technology (i.e. wall panels) and in the actual construction of the 
houses. In addition, very specific skills may be transferred.    
 
However, Walker points out that industry members in Australia have questioned 
whether employment generation through the use of local labour in ABT housing 
projects is a realistic expectation, given the pressure to deliver low cost houses at 
scale (Walker, 2007).  Despite the fact that substantial training and employment 
opportunities were created in NAHS projects, these did not translate into sustained 
jobs or into a significant skills base for housing maintenance or management.  
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3.5 CHALLENGES OF ALTERNATIVE TECHNOLOGIES 
There are several challenges in building housing using alternative technologies.  
These include lack of appropriate capacity, negative perceptions of such technology 
by beneficiaries, potential beneficiaries and officials at various levels associated with 
constructing houses. 
Research on alternative housing systems for indigenous people living in remote 
areas of Australia argues that alternative systems and designs for housing should be 
adequate with regard to health and safety, appropriate to the physical, cultural and 
social context, and affordable (Walker, 2007).  This research suggests that, in this 
context, the main challenges with regard to alternative housing delivery are the 
capacity of private sector contractors to build in remote areas, and the technical 
capacity of local communities.   
Lack of capacity at various levels is also a challenge in implementing ABT housing in 
South Africa, particularly with regard to the lack of human and financial capacity of 
innovators and contractors (Indaba, 2010).   
Perceptions of alternative technologies are often cited as posing a major challenge to 
wide-spread roll-out of ABT housing (DHS, 2010).  It is not just the perceptions of 
beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries that might impact negatively on the delivery 
of ABT housing at scale.  At the recent Indaba, several commentators remarked that 
there is still not sufficient buy-in of officials for ABT housing and that mindsets, 
particularly of implementers need to change (Indaba report, 2010). This relates to 
lack of knowledge and understanding of ABT (DHS, 2008).  The Indaba report 
indicated that  
“unyielding officials mindsets and not beneficiary perceptions is the biggest 
stumbling block to the implementation of alternative building technologies”. 
Bank officials also have concerns relating to the durability of ABT houses, which can 
impact negatively on their willingness to fund such houses.  As a result, they are only 
prepared to fund houses built using technologies that have Agrément certification 
and are endorsed by NHBRC (Indaba, 2010).  The conference concluded that official 
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resistance to the new technologies rather than beneficiary perceptions presents the 
most significant barrier to the successful implementation of ABTs.  
The negative perceptions of officials regarding ABT has been backed up by research 
on alternative technologies for low income housing in Port Elizabeth. Cortés 
Ballerino-Chile (2002) found that authorities showed little interest in implementing 
alternative building materials in low-income housing projects.  The main reasons for 
this were a belief that design costs would increase when alternative building 
materials were used, and a general reluctance by both beneficiaries and authorities 
to seek new solutions.  Negative perceptions by authorities or a lack of interest in 
innovation means that investments in new technologies such as manufacturing plants 
are not encouraged (Cortés Ballerino-Chile, 2002). 
 
In addition to the negative perceptions of officials, negative perceptions by 
beneficiaries are often seen as a key challenge in rolling out large-scale ABT housing 
projects (Mulondo, 2010 and Indaba report, 2010).  Although building materials and 
technologies may be technically approved and conform to the highest standards in 
that regard, this does not mean automatic acceptance of the technology by the 
beneficiaries. Beneficiaries are suspicious of the unknown, and, as this is applied to 
low income housing, tend to regard its implementation as a sign that government is 
devaluing them by providing an inferior product.   This can be compounded by poor 
marketing of these products and a lack of information (Chief Directorate: Research, 
DHS, 2010). 
 
Research shows that communities regarded concrete panels and asbestos-
resembling Nutech roofing technology used in the Ndevana project in the Eastern 
Cape and the alternative sanitation technology used in Hull Street in the Northern 
Cape with disapproval (Mulondo, 2010).  One of their concerns was the inability to 
extend houses due to inaccessibility of the right materials locally.  This has also 
proved problematic in Peru (Negron, 2010). 
 
Beneficiaries‟ concerns around quality of the house have, unfortunately, been 
validated in the case of some projects such as the aforementioned Ndevana, where 
the concrete panels developed cracks in some houses, and in Elliotdale, where 
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defects occurred as a result of the construction company not using the building 
system correctly (Mulondo, 2010, pp 18).  Similarly, in Port Elizabeth, despite the fact 
that framed and core wall systems were used to build community centres 
successfully in the 1980s, these were not successful when applied to housing 
construction. This related to lack of maintenance and misuse, which led to a rapid 
deterioration in the material and the consequent rejection of the houses and their 
technology by communities (Cortés Ballerino-Chile, 2002). 
 
Several factors that affect beneficiaries‟ perceptions of ABT housing have been 
identified in the literature.  These include the following: 
 Structural quality  
Research conducted by the then Department of Housing showed that almost 75% of 
beneficiaries of ABT houses were not satisfied with the way their houses were built, 
with this being related to structural defects.  In some cases, the building technologies 
used were not suitable for the climate of the area, which led to problems (DHS, 
2003).  
Negron argues that if people experience a problem with their house, they tend to 
reject all aspects of the house, including the technology used. “People tend to 
classify materials as bad when they fail; in fact they are neither good nor bad, simply 
used in the wrong way” (Negron, 2010, pp. 332). He found that in Peru people prefer 
„strong‟ building materials (cement, bricks and iron), as “they believe that they are 
more durable, besides giving the impression of a higher social status” (Negron, 2010, 
pp. 332). 
 
According to Cortés Ballerino-Chile (2002), several factors relating to structural 
quality affect beneficiaries‟ perceptions towards alternative technologies:  
 Lack of knowledge and information makes understanding technical 
improvements more difficult, and beneficiaries generally only trust what they 
have previously experienced; any change is seen as lower quality 
 Political statements have created high expectations regarding the quality of 
the dwellings, leading to a misunderstanding of the concept of "core house” 
upgrading 
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 Non conventional materials for core wall systems are seen as "weak", causing 
distrust regarding the stability of the structure 
 Natural raw materials are seen as a step backwards in the development of 
housing, and traditional building materials and styles are seen as inferior to 
those imported into the country and used in middle and upper income housing 
 
This has been verified by the Department of Human Settlements who noted that 
communities have  
 
“a perception that anything that is not built with bricks-and-mortar is substandard and 
unpleasant. This resulted in rejection, lack of buy-in and in some cases resistance at 
start-up of many projects. This caused setbacks in the commencement of 
construction and also increased the costs of projects as the department had to invest 
in rigorous consumer education and intervention strategies. Secondly, beneficiaries 
complained about the difficulties experienced in hanging pictures as nails cannot 
penetrate the cement concrete or reported chipping of the polystyrene walls. Thirdly, 
beneficiaries complained that it was difficult, if not impossible, to carry out alterations 
such as adding or removing doors, windows, and other utilities once the structures 
were complete” (DHS, 2010). 
 
 Exposure and consumer education 
Experience has shown that, in order to overcome potentially negative perceptions of 
beneficiaries, and promote acceptance of alternative technology, consumer 
education is critical, and needs to be done before constructing houses using 
alternative building technologies.   This education needs to address materials, their 
strengths, weaknesses and, most importantly, maintenance as poor maintenance 
can lead to a failure of the technology and entrench negative perceptions (DHS, 
2010). 
 
 Participation in construction process and familiarity with the material  
Increased participation of owners in the housing process has been shown to impact 
positively on people‟s perceptions and acceptance of ABT. For example, research in 
Dept of Human Settlements, 2011  Understanding Beneficiary Perceptions of Alternative Building Technologies 
 
27 
 
Sri Lanka has shown that greater involvement of owners in reconstruction of their 
homes results in higher levels of satisfaction with their houses, often in better quality 
houses, a strengthening of social capital and human skills, and empowerment of 
communities (Schilderman, 2010).   They were able to observe every aspect of the 
construction, “guaranteeing the reliability of the structure and safety of the product” 
(Schilderman, 2010, pp. 277).  
Similarly, in northern Thailand, villagers were involved in building suburban housing, 
using local wisdom in conjunction with appropriate building technology to prepare 
and develop construction material (Lieorungruang et al, 2007).  This research 
showed that the villagers were very accepting of the projects and were able to 
prepare the construction materials and repair the dwelling by themselves.  This 
reduced costs and contributed to the development of a local economy around 
appropriate construction materials.  Villagers were very satisfied with the construction 
material as it is compatible with their vernacular architecture although some 
expressed a preference for walls that are similar to what is available commercially 
(Leiorungruang et al, 2007).  
 
3.6 ISSUES EMERGING FROM THE LITERATURE REVIEW 
It is clear from the review of the literature that there is no general consensus around 
the use of ABT in housing.  In some cases people‟s perceptions of the advantages 
and disadvantages of an ABT approach have been shown to be incorrect, the issue 
of ABT being cheaper or quicker being cases in point.  Similarly, the potential of ABT 
to generate large number of employment opportunities is not supported by research.   
What is clear is that many countries face similar challenges to those in South Africa, 
such as lack of capacity and negative perceptions of beneficiaries and officials 
around ABT.  Research shows that these can be overcome to a certain extent by 
education and participation in all aspects of the housing process including the 
construction phase.   
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It is important to remember that the context within which ABT housing in South Africa 
is delivered is one of participatory local government.  Communities are therefore 
consulted to some extent about the proposed projects.  In this research, focus group 
discussions will show how successful this has been, and highlight areas where 
improvements in community participation might be made.   
3.7 RESEARCH FRAMEWORK 
The overview of relevant literature and experience of ABT shows that there is very 
little research that focuses on the perceptions of beneficiaries and potential 
beneficiaries of alternative building technologies, and suggests that it is important to 
establish whether common conceptions such as negative perceptions of ABT are 
valid in South Africa, and how these are expressed. Understanding people‟s 
perceptions allows for continuous assessment and improvement of service delivery 
and customer satisfaction (Albrecht T, 2003).  The belief that beneficiaries may reject 
ABT houses impacts on the willingness of politicians and officials to embark on such 
projects.   
 
When studying perceptions it is important to create an environment that encourages 
participants to express their views and feelings freely (Pinnaire, 2004). This research 
is therefore based primarily on focus group discussions to allow a more in-depth 
exploration of the overall opinions of communities.   
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4. METHODOLOGY 
4.1 RESEARCH DESIGN 
This research is qualitative, assessing and exploring the perceptions that 
beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of government housing programmes in 
South Africa have of ABT.  This allows for a more in-depth investigation of what 
views people hold than is usually possible in a more quantitative approach.   
 
Focus groups have therefore been used as the basis for this study rather than a 
national survey as focus groups enable researchers to gain access to intersubjective 
experiences as opposed to subjective experience that is gained through individual 
interviews (Terre Blanche et al, 1999).  Intersubjective experience is the experience 
that is shared by a community of people. This gives researchers an understanding of 
differences between people and an opportunity to interact with respondents.  In this 
way the elaboration of views and values is achieved (Pinaire, 2004). Another aspect 
of focus groups is that researchers are able to draw from respondents‟ feelings, 
beliefs, experiences and reactions in a way that is not possible using other methods, 
such as observation, one-to-one interviewing, or questionnaire surveys3. Focus 
groups allow for a dynamic interaction amongst the focus group participants so that 
they can debate and discuss each other‟s views. 
 
Using focus group discussions does have some limitations. The data collected from a 
focus group discussion is not representative of the entire community although it does 
give a feel of the overall perceptions of the community.  There is a possibility of not 
getting a true reflection of people‟s perceptions because people could try to say what 
is socially acceptable rather than what they really feel and think (Pinnaire, 2004). An 
inexperienced moderator may allow outspoken individuals to dominate the discussion 
and overshadow the views of other group members. A skilled moderator who follows 
the correct procedures in conducting focus group discussions can eliminate some of 
these disadvantages.  
                                            
3
 See Annexure 4 for more detailed discussion of the approach followed in focus groups 
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4.2 SAMPLE 
4.2.1 Key respondent interviews 
In order to gain a broad understanding of the regulatory framework for ABT housing, 
past experiences in providing housing to low-income households in South Africa, and 
suggestions around how to overcome challenges that may have arisen with regard to 
perceptions of ABT, several key respondent interviews were held.  These were with 
Mr Moss of the NHFC and Ms Khumalo of the NHBRC.   
 
In addition key provincial level respondents were interviewed.  Four interviews were 
conducted with officials involved in projects in Gauteng.  Interviewees included 2 
people involved in quality assurance, one the provincial director and one a housing 
inspector, and 2 project managers. The remaining provincial interviews ranged from 
an assistant director in the provincial housing department (Eastern Cape), to the 
senior manager for planning and research in the provincial housing department 
(Northern Cape), to an architect in the provincial housing department (Western 
Cape).   
 
4.2.2 Beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries 
For the focus group discussions, 10 households were randomly selected from each 
project area. Both male and female participants were selected for the focus group 
discussion.  An attempt was made to select an equal number of both genders for 
each focus group. Participants between the ages of 18 and 68 were selected. 
 
Beneficiaries were selected based on their having received a government-subsided 
house built with ABTs. In selecting potential beneficiaries however, a more varied 
definition was carried out. In all samples, snowballing as a sampling technique was 
applied.  
 
A recruiter based in the area or close to where the selected research site is located 
was selected from the C A S E database. The assigned recruiter then identified a 
household living in an ABT house. Applying the screener, one possible participant 
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from this household was recruited and, using this household as a reference, further 
participants were selected through snowballing. Finally, recruiters also attempted to 
ensure that participants were selected across the identified area.  
 
The details of the selection of potential beneficiaries in each area are provided in the 
section describing the different site-visits. 
4.3 DATA COLLECTION INSTRUMENTS 
Several data collection instruments were developed for the different phases of this 
project: 
 In-depth interview guides for key respondent interviews, one of which was 
used for provincial project-related officials, and adapted slightly for national 
officials.  The in-depth interview guides are included as Annexure 2. 
 A guide to site visits was developed to ensure consistency in observations and 
reporting information. See Annexure 3.   
 A guide was developed to recruit focus group participants.  See Annexure 4.  
 A focus group discussion guide was developed for both beneficiaries and 
potential beneficiaries, which are provided in Annexure 5 and 6 respectively.  
 
4.4 DATA COLLECTION PROCESS 
4.4.1 Key respondent interviews 
In order to gain a deeper understanding of the use of ABT and related issues at a 
more strategic level, individual interviews were held with officials from national 
entities, provincial officials and local authority officials. The national entities identified 
by the client were the National Home Builders Registration Council and the National 
Housing Finance Cooperation. In the provinces C A S E attempted to find provincial 
housing officials who had an overview of what the provincial programme around 
ABTs was. In instances where provincial officials were not found, C A S E resorted to 
interviewing local authority officials.   
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Key respondent interviews were recorded and transcribed for more detailed analysis.  
They provided details of the project‟s construction, the nature of consultation with the 
community prior to construction, and the community‟s perceptions of the project 
during and after construction. As far as possible interviews were conducted face to 
face although some involved an initial telephonic interview with follow up interviews 
being conducted face to face where possible. A concerted effort was made to 
establish what consultation processes had taken place with the beneficiaries and 
potential beneficiaries in order that the project objective of ascertaining beneficiary 
perceptions was achieved.  
 
4.4.2 Site visits 
Prior to conducting the focus group discussions site visits were conducted by field 
workers and researchers. The site visits not only assisted in selecting the final 
projects, but gave the researchers and field work supervisors first-hand experience of 
the types of buildings and areas for each potential project, which was very useful in 
guiding focus group discussing and interpreting the results.  A detailed description of 
the site visits as experienced by the researchers and field work supervisors is 
provided below. 
 
Gauteng 
Projects selected in this province include the Soweto Backyards Upgrade projects 
(Zola), the Kaalfontein Extension 22, Mamelodi and Atteridgeville. One of the main 
impetuses to these projects was to eradicate backyard shacks in the areas. Hence, 
the structures that were built are either built at the back of the beneficiary‟s or 
landlord‟s yard, except in Kaalfontein Ext 22 where the structures are located on the 
stand where the beneficiary‟s shack was previously located.  
 
Zola Backyard Upgrade Projects (Soweto) 
Zola is one of the suburbs that forms part Soweto and is divided into 4 sections, Zola 
1, 2 and 3 as well as Zola North. Zola is mostly dominated by black people that are 
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coming either from other parts of Soweto as it developed, with some from KZN. It is 
one of the older suburbs and most of its residents are unemployed, with some 
residents being older persons still living with their children. Zola consists of mainly 
match-box houses and few people have extended their houses. There are about 5 
primary schools and 5 high schools in the area, a Shoprite Checkers and the 
Jabulani Mall nearby. A new hospital is also being built nearby Zola. The area is 
easily accessible by public transport (taxis and buses and trains). 
There are no neighbouring informal settlements around the area, but there are many 
backyard shacks in Zola. These are rented out to tenants or used by family 
members.   
The Zola project involved the construction of approximately 1000 backyard houses, 
394 houses of which still need to be built.  The technology used involved Polystyrene 
and cement to build the rooms, 2 rooms, a toilet and a shower. The windows are 
made of aluminium, the roof is made of corrugated iron and the geyser is a solar 
system.  The house is 36 m² in size.  
On the site visit the new houses were inspected.  The structure consists of 2 rooms, 
1 toilet, 1 bath room, in a train-shaped design. The door handles were broken and 
this seems to be a weakness. The electrical connections are overhead and are 
exposed. The walls did not feel as solid as a brick wall when physically knocked by 
hand. All plumbing work seemed sound with an inside toilet and shower. 
 
Since there is no informal settlement close by, potential beneficiaries were selected 
from Zola Township.  Within the township, there are still persons living in backyard 
shacks and according to the department, about 294 houses still need to be built.  
From these 294 households, participants in the potential beneficiary focus group 
discussions were recruited through snowballing.  
 
Kaalfontein Ext 22  
Kaalfontein is a township located in the older Midrand-area between Ivory Park and 
Thembisa. The Emfuleni municipality started construction in Kaalfontein and 
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Kaalfontein Extension 23 with brick and mortar.  ABT was only used in the 
construction of houses in Kaalfontein Extension 22.  
No neighbouring informal settlements were visible in or around the area, but there 
are many shacks built on the stands within the community. These shacks are used 
as back yard rooms, most of which are rented out if not used by family members who 
cannot be accommodated in the main house.  
The structures built with ABTs are also situated at the back of the yard. At the time 
this study was conducted, 779 backyard houses were estimated to have been built, 
with 79 houses still to be built. Precast Concrete Panels, with Polystyrene insulation, 
which is form work based and cement was used to build the structures. The 
structures consist of 2 rooms, a toilet and a shower. The windows are made out of 
aluminium. The roof is made out of corrugated iron.  The structure is approximately 
36 m² in size.  
The beneficiaries of the project are predominantly black and speak Zulu or Xhosa. 
Most of them come from Ivory Park and Tembisa, the surrounding areas in Midrand.   
No neighbouring informal settlements were visible in or around the area, but there 
are many shacks built on the stands within the community. These shacks are used 
as back yard rooms, most of which are rented out if not used by family members who 
cannot be accommodated in the main house.  
 
Participants in the potential beneficiary focus group discussions were recruited 
amongst persons living in these backyard shacks, through a method of snowballing.  
 
Mamelodi  
Mamelodi is a township East of Pretoria.  It was established in 1952 when residents 
were forcefully removed from Lady Selbourne, Mooiplaas and Eastwood. Later 
people started coming from the rural areas of Mpumalanga, Limpopo and Kwazulu 
Natal. A shopping centre was built in the area, which resulted in many job 
opportunities for residents. The township is also located close to some factories in 
Silverton and there is a car factory (Ford and Mazda) less than 5km from the 
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township on the side of Silverton. Most of the people in the area rely on the industrial 
site as well as Pretoria for employment. 
The Mamelodi project also involved backyard upgrading. Despite the fact that many 
residents have backyard shacks on their stands, there are also various informal 
settlements around the area.  Most of these are located in the East part of Mamelodi. 
These are Stanza Bopape, Lusaka and Stofel Park and the Waterkloof informal 
settlement.  These settlements started developing in the late nineties and are 
growing rapidly.  
The beneficiaries of the project are predominantly black and speak seSetswana, 
Sepedi or Tsonga. One can also find some IsiNdebele-speaking and IsiZulu-
speaking persons.  Most of these people come from Limpopo, specifically the Tsonga 
and Venda as well as the Mapedi tribes and some from Mpumalanga. Many of the 
Ndebele people come from KZN.  
Precast Concrete Panels, with Polystyrene insulation, which is form work based and 
cement was used to build the structures. The structures consist of 2 rooms, a toilet 
and a shower. The window frames are made of aluminium. The roof is made out of 
corrugated iron.  
Despite trying to alleviate the problem of backyard shacks by replacing it with the 
ABT-structures, there are still many people living in backyard shacks within the 
township. 
Through snowballing, potential beneficiaries in the focus group discussions were 
therefore recruited from this group of shack dwellers. 
 
Atteridgeville 
Attridgeville is a township West of Pretoria. It was established in 1965 after the 
people were forcefully removed from Marabastad and Lady Selbourne. Those who 
moved there more recently come from Limpopo, specifically the Tonga and Venda as 
well as the Mapedi tribes. 
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The township boasts being the home of the Lucas Moripe soccer stadium which is 
used by the 2 Pretoria soccer giants, Mamelodi Sundows and Supersports United. 
The stadium was also used as training facility during the 2010 soccer World cup 
competition.  A shopping centre has been built not far from the stadium.  The 
Atteridgeville area is served by the Kalafong Hospital. There is an informal settlement 
named Mshenguville not far from the site where the backyard rooms have been built.  
The beneficiaries of the project are predominantly black and speak Sestwana, 
Sepedi or Tsonga.   Precast Concrete Panels, with Polystyrene insulation, which is 
form work based and cement was used to build the structures. The structures consist 
of 2 rooms, a toilet and a shower. The window frames are aluminium and the roof is 
corrugated iron.   
Participants in the potential beneficiary focus group discussions were recruited 
amongst persons still living in backyard shacks in the community, through a method 
of snowballing.  
 
Northern Cape site visits 
Projects visited in this province include Boikhutso, Soul City and Eco-village. 
Boikhutso and Soul City were eventually selected as research sites. All 3 projects are 
located in the famous Galeshewe township of Kimberley which is about 5 km from 
Kimberley town. People can either walk or use taxis to get into town. 
In all 3 projects, the residents were persons living in an informal settlement before 
the houses were built. Most residents speak Tswana, Sotho, Afrikaans or 
combination of these languages.  Many beneficiaries are poor and unemployment is 
high. They often do not have the finances to maintain the ABT structures, which 
require high maintenance due to the very harsh weather conditions of the province.  
 
Boikhutso 
This is a small project located in the middle of Galeshewe. It is surrounded by other 
houses, mostly RDP houses. There are tuck shops in the area, schools and universal 
access to all municipal services, i.e. water and electricity and public transport.   
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Approximately 250 structures were built, and the structures are about 42 m² in size.  
Fibre Cement Panels, with polystyrene insulation, were used to construct the 
structures. First a floating foundation was built and left to dry. The structures were 
constructed in the form of moulds and then transported to the foundation. The 
moulds, consisting out of the panels were then bolted together on the sides and 
plastered with cement on the outside. Due to this, the structures have a smooth finish 
and it was painted after construction was completed.  
 
The structures consist of 2 bedrooms, a large open-plan lounge and kitchen and a 
bathroom with a bath and small basin. The toilet is outside, and was provided by the 
municipality. The roofs of the houses are made of a thin sheet of corrugated iron and 
on many of the houses people place big stones on the roofs to ensure that it does not 
blow away during storms.  
 
During inspection of the houses when the site visit was conducted, it was clear that 
the panels are starting to move apart, one can see the bolts from the outside. The 
wooden doors of many houses are in bad shape due to the harsh weather conditions 
in the province and low maintenance of the total structure by beneficiaries. However, 
according the building inspector, the residents insisted on having wooden doors 
rather than the zinc-doors usually used in RDP-housing projects. Residents, he 
notes, refers to the zinc doors as „apartheid-doors‟.  
 
Soul City 
This project started in 2003 and was completed in 2010. The structures are 40 m² in 
size and 850 houses were completed.  
 
Opposite the area where the project is situated is the Northern Cape legislature and 
across that, a very large prison.  Many prisoners from smaller towns in the province 
are sent to serve their sentences in this prison. There is also a Community Centre 
called Isibindi in the area. The centre provides a crèche to the community and serves 
as the offices of some social workers when they are working in the community. They 
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counsel women and children at this centre. Phatsemang College, a FET college, is 
also nearby.  
 
A single street divides Soul City, on the left hand side, and a rather small informal 
settlement, on the left-hand side, called Club 2000. The people living there are 
displaced persons, illegally squatting in the area. They have been removed from the 
area once before, but soon moved back and rebuilt their shacks there. These people 
however are not waiting for an ABT or any other houses from the government.  
 
In this project a dry-stacking mud-brick system was used. The mud-bricks were made 
on site, not baked. The developer added an additive to the brick-mix. However, the 
developer did not the municipality what the additive is to protect his property rights.  
 
The houses consist of 2 bedrooms, one main bedroom which is large that the second 
bedroom, a relatively big lounge, a kitchen and a small bathroom with a shower and 
toilet outside. The houses were not plastered on the outside and therefore do not 
have the smooth finish that seem to make ABT more acceptable to beneficiaries. At 
the corners of the houses, it is possible to see where exactly the stacked bricks slot 
into each other. In some of the houses, the bricks at corners have either fallen out or 
are sticking out. Some of the bricks have also started chipping off as these were 
mud-bricks. According to the building inspector, the developer for this project did not 
give the bricks enough time to mature after it was constructed.  As a result, the bricks 
are of a very poor quality and this can be seen when one looks at the actual brick.  
The bricks are not resilient to the elements.  Rain seems to erode the brick easily, 
despite the contractor claiming that he added an additive to strengthen the bricks.  
Many of the other beneficiaries who have experienced problems with their homes 
have reverted back to conventional building materials to rebuild their homes.  
 
Eco-Village  
This project started in 1996 and was completed around 2000/01. The houses are 36 
m² in size and 200 houses were completed. The Eco-village project consists of a 
block of houses, to its left is bonded houses built with conventional building materials 
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and to its right one finds subsidised houses built over the last 10 years. There are 
tuck shops in the area, schools and everyone has access to all municipal services, 
i.e. water and electricity and public transport.   
 
The technology used to construct the structures is a double skin wall with 
Polystyrene insulation. On the outside clay-bricks, a little smaller than conventional 
building bricks, were used and the Polystyrene insulation was put in the middle. The 
walls on the inside were plastered and have been built with boards that resemble a 
ceiling. 
 
The structures consist of 2 bedrooms, one very big and the other bedroom rather 
small; a relatively big lounge; a kitchen and a bathroom with a shower. The toilet is 
outside, and was provided by the municipality. The windows are rather small and 
awkwardly placed (for instance, in the bathroom it is not situated in the middle of one 
side of the wall, but rather to the corner of the side of the wall). When asked the 
reason for this, the inspector noted that according to government regulation, 
developers have to ensure that the size of the window is at least 10% of the total 
floor area for the particular room to which it applies. To save costs developers often 
follow minimum regulations, hence the windows being so small.  
 
Western Cape Site visits 
Sites visited in this province include Weltevrede Valley and Mbewkeni, Wellington 
from which the former project was selected as a research site by virtue of it‟s being 
the oldest ABT-project known to the researcher.  Not only is it the longest existing 
ABT-housing project, but other than the Asla-project, it is also built with strictly 
alternative methods. 
All 3 projects are situated in well established townships in Cape Town. There are 
therefore informal settlements close to all of them, if not right adjacent to the projects. 
In all 3 townships, the residents were persons living in an informal settlement before 
the houses were built. The residents consist of mostly Xhosa speaking black people 
and a few Afrikaans-speaking coloured people. Many of them migrated from the 
Eastern Cape, but there are also others from different provinces.  Residents are 
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employed all over the Western Cape, as easy access to public transport enables 
them to move around with relative ease.  
 
Weltevrede Valley, Mitchellsplain            
Weltevrede Valley is in Mitchellsplain, close to Phillipi. The Weltevrede Valley ABT 
housing project was completed about 10-15 years ago. The project resulted in 
approximately 4 000 structures.  Before the project was started, this area was an 
informal settlement, with very limited access to services being provided to residents. 
The area has since evolved; there are now various schools, shops, and everyone 
has access to all services such as water and electricity and public transport, SAPS.   
The structures/ houses are built on the individual stands of the owners.   The area 
where the structures are built was an informal settlement. Whilst construction was 
underway, beneficiaries were moved to transit-housing until construction was 
completed. After construction, beneficiaries moved into their houses.   
The houses are built with Precast Concrete Panels, bolted together at the sides. 
These houses are rather small, about 18 m² in size. Each house has one room and 
the toilet with a washbasin and a tap is outside, to the side of the house. 
Potential beneficiaries for this project were recruited from an informal settlement 
called Tsunami, adjacent to the area where this ABT-project is situated.    
 
Mbewkeni, Wellington (ASLA-project) 
This project was completed about 10 years ago. It is situated somewhere between 
the towns of Paarl and Wellington.  The structures now connect the 2 towns. 
However, the project is not big enough to constitute a town on its own. Approximately 
700 structures were completed and these are built on the individual stands of the 
owners.  
The ABT materials used are not strictly alternative. During construction, 4 up-stand 
concrete beams are built at 4 corners of the structure, on a raft. Builders then put up 
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a frame of walls, after which they add a (concrete) brick infill to the system. The 
technology used is said to be 10times stronger than conventional bricks. 
The houses appear like normal brick and mortar houses. Most of the houses are not 
plastered, with rough edges on the outside, resembling a non-plastered brick and 
mortar houses.  
               
Eastern Cape Site Visits 
Lubula and Ngqeleni 
Both these projects are located in rural villages in the Eastern Cape Province. Land 
is more freely available in these areas and each person usually has a rather large 
stand where their house is built. These houses are therefore built on the stand of the 
beneficiaries, often next to a rondavel already built on the stand. Many of the 
villagers still live in houses built with mud in these areas.  
The residents are mostly older persons who have been living in these villages their 
entire life. All of them are African and Xhosa-speaking. The young adults of these 
villages tend to be working and living in the cities as there are very little job 
opportunities in the villages.  
Both these projects were eventually selected as research sites, because these are 
the only project about which the provincial department of Human settlements could 
provide information. In addition, it also seems to be the only ABT-projects in the 
province where residents have moved in and have been living in the houses for more 
than three months.  
 
The closest town to Lubala is Flagstaff, about a 20 minute drive from the village. 
Some of the persons selected as potential beneficiaries noted that they were listed 
as beneficiaries for this housing project, but because of the extreme difficulty in 
accessing their areas while transporting construction material to their stands, they 
were taken of the list. Potential beneficiaries were recruited amongst these villagers, 
still hopeful of one-day receiving a government subsidised house, if not necessarily 
an ABT-constructed house. In Lubala, 21 structures were built using ABTs. 
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The roads are not tarred and some of the respondents‟ stands are located high up on 
the mountains. This makes it extremely difficult to access the area.  In Lubala, 21 
structures were built using ABTs. 
The closest town to Ngqeleni-village is Ngqeleni, about a 20 minute drive from the 
village, with Umtata about 30 minutes from the village.  Twenty-one structures were 
built using ABTs in this area.  
In both projects the walls are made of EPS (expanded polystyrene) reinforced with a 
steel mesh, plastered on both sides. It requires no cranes or other specialised heavy 
equipment, as this would make it difficult to transport the materials into the villages. 
In addition, it allows women‟s participation in the construction processes. 
The structures are approximately 40 m² in size. They consist of 2 bedrooms, a 
kitchen and a lounge. The roof is built from red concrete roof tiles and the structure 
comes with a large green water-container for rainwater. Pit latrines are located about 
25 feet free the actual structure, on the stand. The structures are not fitted with 
electricity.  
4.4.3 Focus group discussions 
From this initial investigation tools were developed such as photographs, pictures 
and short descriptions that were used in focus groups to illustrate the different 
technologies visually.  
 
The following tasks were completed in preparation for the focus group discussions4: 
 Preparation of and agreement on the  discussion guides for focus group 
discussions  
 Recruitment of focus group participants 
 Training of moderators 
 
                                            
4 The detailed steps involved in preparing for a focus group discussion are outlined in Annexure 4. 
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Fieldworkers and supervisors were used for the preparation and recruitment of 
participants for a focus group discussion.  Focus group moderation was done by 
qualified and skilled moderators.  
 
Ten focus group discussions were held with beneficiaries (i.e. people living in houses 
built with alternative technologies), and 10 focus group discussions were conducted 
with potential beneficiaries, across 14 different areas across Gauteng, Northern 
Cape, Western Cape and Eastern Cape as indicated in the table below.  The total 
number of beneficiaries who participated was 98, as was the total number of potential 
beneficiaries.  
 
Table: Focus groups held 
Area Project name Date Number of people 
attending 
Gauteng 
Soweto- Zola 1   
Soweto Backyard 
Upgrade Project, Zola 1  
2011-03-14 10- beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Soweto- Zola 2 
Soweto Backyard 
Upgrade Project, Zola 2 
2011-03-16 10- potential 
beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Soweto- Zola 3 
Soweto Backyard 
Upgrade Project, Zola 3 
2011-03-16 12- beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Soweto- Zola North 
Soweto Backyard 
Upgrade Project, Zola 
North 
2011-03-15 10- potential 
beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Midrand  
Kaalfontein Ext 22 
Backyard Upgrade Project 
2011-05-09 10- beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Midrand 
Kaalfontein Ext 22 
Backyard Upgrade Project 
2011-05-09 10- potential 
beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Pretoria 
Mamelodi Backyard 
Upgrade Project 
2011-03-31 9- beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Pretoria 
Mamelodi Backyard 
Upgrade Project 
2011-03-31 10- potential 
beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Pretoria 
Atteridgeville Backyard 
Upgrade Project 
2011-03-30 10- beneficiaries 
Gauteng 
Pretoria 
Atteridgeville Backyard 
Upgrade Project 
2011-03-30 11- potential 
beneficiaries 
Northern Cape 
Kimberley- Soul 
City 
Soul City Housing Project 2011-03-18 9- beneficiaries 
Northern Cape Soul City Housing Project 2011-03-18 12- beneficiaries 
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Kimberley- Boikutso 
Location 
Northern Cape 
Kimberley- Club 
2000 
Soul City Housing Project 2011-03-19 9- potential 
beneficiaries 
Northern Cape 
Kimberley- Mahala 
Park 
Soul City Housing Project 2011-03-19 9- potential 
beneficiaries 
Western Cape 
Cape Town 
Weltevrede Valley 
Housing Project 
2011-03-31 9- potential 
beneficiaries 
Western Cape 
Cape Town 
Weltevrede Valley 
Housing Project 
2011-03-31 8- beneficiaries 
Eastern Cape 
Flagstaff 
Lubala Housing Project  2011-04-09 8- beneficiaries 
Eastern Cape 
Flagstaff 
Lubala Housing Project 2011-04-09 10- potential 
beneficiaries 
Eastern Cape 
uMthatha 
Ngqeleni Housing Project 2011-04-10 10- beneficiaries 
Eastern Cape  
uMthatha 
Ngqeleni Housing Project 2011-04-10 10- potential 
beneficiaries 
 
Each focus group discussion was transcribed and analysed using ATI.   
 
Themes explored in the focus group discussions included the nature of community 
consultation about, or understanding of, ABT, experiences and perceptions of living 
in houses built with alternative technologies, establishing the openness and 
willingness of those waiting for houses towards houses built using alternative 
technologies, and factors that affect perceptions. 
 
4.5 RESEARCH CHALLENGES 
The biggest challenge researchers experienced in this project is the limited detail in 
information regarding the status of different ABT projects available in government 
departments at national and provincial level.  In addition, there seems to be a 
disparity between the information provided by national officials and what is actually 
happening on the ground at project level.  The national department was also at times 
unable to provide an exact profile of all the different projects in the provinces. The 
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onus was therefore on the researchers to find out exactly what the specific ABT 
projects are in each province and detailed information about these projects. This 
matter was addressed by conducting initial interviews with provincial officials and 
project managers, asking them about the details of the different projects in their 
provinces and conducting site visits to projects suggested in the initial interviews. 
Having to identify potential beneficiaries in each project was also challenging. A 
potential beneficiary, strictly defined, would have been a person who is on the 
department‟s housing list, waiting to receive a house built with an ABT.  This person 
would be expected to receive the house once construction has been completed. 
However, almost all the provinces noted that they do not currently have any new ABT 
housing projects planned.  Thus, no actual potential beneficiaries of houses 
constructed with ABTs exist. To address this matter a broader definition of potential 
beneficiaries of ABTs was adopted. This definition included people living in informal 
settlements, preferably close to the researched projects, who hope to receive a 
government subsidised house in future, although this may not necessarily be a house 
constructed with ABT materials. In other areas, for instance Lubala and Ngqeleni, 
villagers residing in traditionally mud-constructed houses were selected as potential 
beneficiaries as they also hope to receive government subsidised houses at some 
point. This definition therefore had to be tailored according to the specific elements of 
a particular project. 
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5. RESEARCH FINDINGS 
This section of the report discusses the research findings, looking initially at the 
views of key respondents, then at the focus group discussions with beneficiaries and 
potential beneficiaries.  It concludes with an overview drawing together the key 
issues emerging from the research.   
5.1 KEY RESPONDENTS 
5.1.1 National level respondents 
As indicated earlier, interviews were held with two key respondents at national level, 
Mr Moss of NHFC and Ms Khumalo of the NHBRC.  The following discussion 
outlines the key points made in these interviews. 
 
i. Institutional involvement in ABT housing 
According to Mr Moss, the NHFC has been involved for many years in ABT housing 
projects.  NHFC‟s involvement in ABT is only in the preliminary stages of each 
project.  NHFC was first involved with the Eric Molobi hub, north of Pretoria in 
Shoshanguve.  Their second project is in Drakenstein municipality in the W Cape. 
The process was the same for both and NHFC provides technical assistance, with 
their role being to provide finance and to consider investment opportunities to be 
rolled out.   
 
Ms Khumalo pointed out that the NHBRC has been involved in 3 innovation hubs, the 
first being Eric Molobi in Gauteng, the second in the Western Cape and currently one 
in the Eastern Cape.  There are different ABT housing systems.  In the Eric Molobi 
hub there were 20 to 25 different systems.  One of the major requirements with 
innovative technologies within the subsidy market is that they should be at a level 
with the subsidy quantum, so depending on the subsidy quantum of a particular year, 
they should be able to demonstrate that they can roll out units at that same cost or 
less.  
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Ms Khumalo outlined the involvement of NHBRC in the construction of ABT houses. 
With regard to ABT, the NHBRC does a rational design assessment of innovative 
technology for housing systems, rather than specific components.  To build a house 
a contractor needs to be registered with the NHBRC, and to conform to NHBRC‟s 
requirements. If construction involves ABT, the contractor needs to show an 
agreement certificate or CSIR approval that shows that the system meets the 
regulations against 7 major performance areas listed on the building regulations 
which include the structural strength, stability, fire performance, water penetration, 
condensation, and acoustics.  The contractor builds the first 2 houses under the 
supervision of NHBRC because a requirement is that a construction manual must be 
submitted, which details how the structure is to be built. The NHBRC team monitors 
the building to ensure that this is done according to the manual. NHBRC‟s provincial 
customer care centres decide on how many houses can be built by each contractor.  
 
With regard to maintenance issues and poor workmanship, both of which can affect 
beneficiary perceptions, many municipalities are not equipped to be able to fully 
understand what the systems are and what they are about.  The fact that they act 
independently and sometimes do not inform NHBRC of projects or about the use of 
alternative technology and whether or not contractors are accredited is a problem. 
Ms Khumalo pointed out,  
 
“Oftentimes the projects are rolled out before we are aware of them and by 
that time people are complaining about them. So it‟s really about 
communication processes, because really there should not be issues 
about quality as NHBRC is there. But as I say, when people are ducking 
and diving avoiding paying the fees then the steps get skipped along the 
way and there will be problems”. 
 
 
ii. Accreditation and insurance 
Ms Khumalo explained that builders of alternative technology houses are required to 
register with the NHBRC and at this stage there is no separate programme or system 
for them. They first need to be registered as a bricks and mortar builder and 
thereafter can register as a non-conventional or innovative builder.   The person who 
is responsible for building is then required to train a licensee and accredit them. 
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Before a contractor is enrolled to build the houses he should demonstrate that he has 
been given permission to do the work.  NHBRC also conducts on-site checks.  Most 
beneficiaries are not aware of the accreditation system, even within upper end 
beneficiaries, and do not know of the NHBRC, thus accreditation issues around 
building technologies, alternative or conventional, do not affect beneficiary 
perceptions.  
 
ABSA has been at the forefront of embracing alternative technology and being able 
to provide financing for it, and also the insurance for the ABT houses according to Ms 
Khumalo. 
 
 
iii. Advantages of ABT in housing 
Mr Moss maintains that the advantages of ABT from a technical point of view are 
affordability, speed of construction which can counter the backlog, and greater 
strength.  While bricks and mortar are acceptable technologies to both beneficiaries 
and officials as this is a tried and tested method, according to Mr Moss, using this 
means the backlog will take far longer to address as this is a slower means of 
construction than is ABT.  He believes that the benefits of ABT are that it is cost-
effective, energy efficient and faster to build.   
 
iv. Employment prospects and ABT 
The potential for ABT housing to generate employment opportunities in South Africa 
is unlikely, according to both Mr Moss and Ms Khumalo.  As indicated in the literature 
reviewed, the extent to which ABT housing can serve as an employment generating 
mechanism has also been questioned elsewhere (Walker, 2007).  
 
Mr Moss indicated that the technology requires very specialised skills and the 
product might be compromised if skilled people are not used. Only at the roll out 
stage is it likely that employment could be created and this would require training. 
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With regard to the issue of employment opportunities generated by ABT housing, Ms 
Khumalo cautioned that it is important to note that not all technologies are suited to 
the South African context, 
 
“South Africa‟s problem is that there are no jobs and housing is one of 
those instruments, people are looking for jobs, if they have jobs then they 
will build their own houses. There are some technologies that are high 
tech and not suitable for South Africa, it boils down to good quality, labour 
intensiveness and erection times that you require and it‟s very difficult do 
strike the balance with these”. 
 
Ms Khumalo indicated that prefabricated factory material uses smaller teams on the 
ground and much of the rest of the world is moving away from labour intensive work.   
 
v. Negative perceptions of ABT housing 
The risks of ABT in housing include social acceptability and the need to empower 
consumers, according to Mr Moss.  It is therefore important for consumers to see and 
test the product.  Local government (officials and councillors) must be empowered to 
articulate the benefits of ABT. 
 
 Perceptions of officials and politicians 
Mr Moss emphasised the need to change perceptions of officials and councillors in 
order to promote ABT and roll it out on a larger scale.  Mr Moss also proposed that 
this would be more successful if a separate funding stream, dedicated to ABT 
housing, was available, which would encourage officials and politicians to consider 
ABT more readily as they would not have to make a political trade-off between 
delivery of conventional homes vs. ABT houses which may be perceived as being 
less acceptable to the electorate.  This reflects the recommendations in research 
outlined earlier which suggests that a clear policy directive be made requiring the 
setting aside of a proportion of annual provincial budgets for ABT housing (DHS, 
2008).  
 
A key issue with regard to perceptions and the possibility of rolling out ABT housing 
on a large scale is the role of senior officials from national to local level, according to 
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Mr Moss.  This reflects views expressed at the Indaba, and research conducted by 
Cortes Ballerino-Chile in Port Elizabeth. Mr Moss feels that in most cases, the 
mindsets of local government, councillors, officials, as well as recipients need to 
change as they believe low and no-income earners all prefer brick and mortar and it 
is therefore politically difficult to promote ABT. There is therefore a need to empower 
senior officials and councillors to influence the thinking of the community. According 
to Mr Moss, people from the Director General down need to be informed about ABT 
and thus empowered.  This is not only related to the technology itself, but due to the 
complexity of the issue.  Mr Moss used the example of a finance-linked subsidy 
which has only had a 1% take-up.  As it is a complicated concept housing officials 
tend to be wary of it.  He believes that until there is a separate allocation in the fiscus 
for ABT it is unlikely to take off, and that the private sector should be encouraged to 
build houses in the BNG market and can only do that if there is a specific budget for 
it. 
 
 Beneficiary perceptions 
With regard to beneficiary perceptions, Ms Khumalo indicated that it is important to 
remember that, 
“beneficiaries have been without a decent home for so long so would take 
anything, not that they are ignorant )”. 
 
The first consideration is usually the safety of the structure.  Ms Khumalo notes that,   
 
“One of the first things people would do when they see a new structure is 
knock on the walls and that‟s where we‟ve had to do a lot of explaining 
because there is a lot of prefab paralysed systems that are a lot lighter 
than our brick and mortar systems are...but obviously people associate 
safety with concrete and bricks as it‟s hard and solid...to  explain to people 
that they would get the same performance on something lighter would 
have been a challenge but they accepted it because at the end of the day 
most beneficiaries accept a structure based on aesthetics.” 
 
Potential beneficiaries do get excited when they see ABT housing, according to Ms 
Khumalo,  
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“In all the communities where the hubs are built we would have people 
bussed in to see their opinion; obviously it was not a technical opinion but 
they were excited. I think sometimes when you have an isolated hub it 
becomes a problem when you roll out as some beneficiaries tend to think 
they are being used as guinea pigs...you know having these test spots 
here and there and everyone is not receiving at one. Especially when you 
got a brick house and something goes wrong with it and your neighbour 
has an alternative technology house that seems to be in good condition so 
questions arise”. 
 
With regard to problems emerging once people move into ABT houses, Ms Khumalo 
made the point that there are also complaints with regard to brick and mortar houses, 
and it would be interesting to compare the complaints related to ABT houses to those 
related to bricks and mortar houses. 
 
 
vi. Community education and consultation 
In order to overcome the potentially negative perceptions of beneficiaries and 
potential beneficiaries, whatever building system is selected, it is always important to 
conduct beneficiary education with regards to the particular system chosen according 
to Ms Khumalo.  In selecting a system it is important to assess the needs of that 
particular project, including job creation.  It is important for the builders of alternative 
technology to come and show the community the building material and its benefits, 
how and why the technology is to be implemented.  People need to be taught how to 
maintain their structures, how to extend them, where the supplies to do this are 
available etc.  People also need to be educated about the need to build upwards, due 
to the shortage of land.  
 
She pointed out, however, that, despite the education they may receive, some 
beneficiaries cannot afford to maintain their home, saying,   
 
“you are giving away free housing to people who earn nothing...how 
are they supposed to maintain it? The whole point of innovative 
technology is to address many issues, we focus on technologies that 
are going to use less energy, you don‟t spend much to heat it, to cool it 
and the durability of the material to last longer...to maintain the home is 
generally asking too much”. 
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Beneficiary sample units were show-cased in both Drakenstein and Shoshanguve, 
said Mr Moss.  Houses for both the affordable market and the subsidy market were 
show-cased.  NHFC conducted a quantitative assessment of perceptions of potential 
beneficiaries of showcase houses. Drakenstein municipality was asked to select the 
top 100 people in their subsidy list, and, from their backlog list, 100 affordable and 
100 subsidy people, to participate in the survey.  Questions related to issues such as 
the structure, finishes, temperature and light were asked.  Eight different developers 
presented and the top 3 were sent to financiers to show consumer preferences. A 
national exhibition was held where examples were showcased for accreditation and 
marketing purposes.  Not only were end-users asked if they would want a particular 
type of house, either free or to buy, but ABSA was also asked if they would be willing 
to mortgage such a house.   
 
Mr Moss outlined the processes followed in ABT projects in both the City of Tshwane 
and Drakenstein municipality, where communities were consulted prior to 
construction.  They were bussed in to see the actual houses.  As NHFC‟s 
involvement ends when the financier takes over, NHFC is unaware of complaints 
once people have occupied their houses. Mr Moss believes, however, that consumer 
education, particularly with regard to maintenance is key. People are sometimes 
unaware of how to maintain their „normal‟ BNG/RDP house and should also be 
educated in that regard.  
 
vii. Future prospects for ABT housing 
Both respondents had views on upscaling the roll-out of ABT housing.  In order to 
address the budgetary shortfalls to solve the housing backlog effectively, Mr Moss 
believes that private sector partnerships are needed. Both the Banking sector charter 
and the Mining sector charter have heavy components of housing for low income 
households. He believes that the mining sector charter should also be targeted for 
ABT e.g. Impala in Rustenburg.  
 
Ms Khumalo believes that it is therefore better to roll out to the whole community at 
once, and that, as a country, enough experimentation has been done,  
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“the next step is to build them and implement them.  Five houses out of 
2000 are not going to make a change so you need to do something on a 
large scale then you can start talking about beneficiary perceptions on a 
community”. 
 
5.1.2 Provincial level respondents 
Provincial level respondents were generally unable to give information on a provincial 
programme on projects that were completed many years ago. Most respondents 
seem only to have information about specific projects with which they were 
personally involved.  The following discussion outlines the main points raised by 
these interviewees. 
 
i. Key criteria for ABT in South Africa 
There are many different types of ABT used throughout the world, only some of 
which are suitable for low income housing in South Africa.  According to the key 
respondents interviewed, criteria used to select appropriate technologies include the 
following: 
 
 Speed of delivery 
The speed of delivery was cited by most interviewees as extremely important. Given 
the pressing need for delivery of houses, the speed at which delivery at scale can 
occur is a major criterion in selecting appropriate technology.  This is also used as a 
selling point to beneficiaries as they understand the need and urgency for housing to 
be delivered to them.  As Ms Mabongo in Gauteng noted,  
 
“We sell speed and we are trying to sell the fact that it is a quality product 
because it does not have many components. 
 
However, what emerged from the interviews is that it is important to qualify that the 
speed of construction of ABT is related to the scale of delivery.  As the set up costs 
are high and take time, if a small scale project is involved it is better to adopt 
conventional building methods.  As Mr Mpinyiri in Gauteng noted,  
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“With 5000 houses, go to ABT.  With 300 houses, please do not go to ABT 
because it takes you 6 months to set up.  It is just getting those skills up to 
the point where you can use them.... To train a person to be a steel fixer 
would take 3 months..... The ABT contractors are there for the long run”. 
 
The longer start up costs of ABT projects are outlined in the DHS research, 2008.  
However, this can be outweighed by scaling up delivery as indicated above.   
 
 Employment  
Ideally, construction should be simple and a large percentage of the labour force 
should be employed from the local community.  According to Ms Siepobi-Maseko in 
Gauteng, this is also a requirement in all low cost housing construction:  
 
“any contract we sign with the service provider contractor does stipulate 
that about 70% of the labour force must come from local communities.” 
 
In the Eastern Cape, according to Mr Tshivhasa, the department  
 
“insists that each and every contractor coming to develop the housing 
must make sure that 90% of labour is from the community, and they come 
with 10% of their labour maybe for certain things like training etc”. 
 
In the Zola Backyard Upgrading project, according to Ms Mabongo, the appointed 
contractor was informed that they needed to conduct local empowerment. This 
involved employing women subcontractors.  Training was conducted by the 
department in conjunction with the contractor. 
 
One of the problems with trying to include employment creation as a criterion for 
selection of ABT, is that, given the sophistication of some of the technology, most of 
the jobs created are highly skilled and at the factory, rather than lower levels of skills 
and on site. As Ms Mabongo noted,  
 
“The labour is in the form work and setting up, not in assembling”. 
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In some ABT projects employment creation has occurred in larger numbers.  For 
example, in Soul City stack bricks technology was used, indicated Mr Barnes.  A 
manufacturing plant was set up on site where they employed 800 people from the 
community over a period of 3 – 4 years. This was mainly unskilled people involved in 
the manufacturing of the bricks. Some of these builders formed the Northern Cape 
Builders Association, and have gone on to make the bricks on a smaller scale, while 
others are making door frames and window frames. 
 
While some respondents were of the view that employment generating is not usually 
a requirement of ABT housing elsewhere in the world, it was a consideration in 
Australia, as outlined earlier (Walker, 2007).    
 
 Skills transfer 
In most cases, ABT involves scarce skills, and people need to be trained whereas in 
the case of brick and mortar construction, there are likely to be a number of 
experienced people in an area who could work on the project.  
 
ABT usually creates fewer job opportunities than conventional building materials.  For 
this reason, in some projects, the focus is not on job creation but on skills 
development.  For example, Ms Mabongo indicated that 
 
“we might not create 1000 jobs in this project, but we are going to have 
200 skilled people that leave this project”. 
 
She went on to explain that the skills become very specific which means that people 
who are trained in ABT have higher levels of skills, 
 
“You can take that skill anywhere.  Wherever you go, they are going to be 
excited that you are a steel fixer”. 
 
One of the interviewees pointed out that different types of communities are likely to 
place different emphasis on employment opportunities vs skills creation. She felt that 
more impoverished communities are more likely to choose technologies which 
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provided conventional jobs whereas in communities where there is some 
employment people are more likely to select ABT.  
 
Related to employment, Ms Siepobi-Masko pointed out that 
 
“we look at alternative technologies that the skills are easily transferred to 
the local people, and also the service provider is to set up some kind of 
training program with the beneficiaries or the local community”. 
 
This also relates to beneficiary education which is discussed in more detail later in 
this section. 
 
However, as discussed earlier, in countries such as Australia it has become clear 
that jobs created in ABT construction, and skills transfer, have not translated into 
sustained jobs or a significant skills base (Walker, 2007). 
 
 Structural integrity, quality and finishes 
In many cases ABT has finishes which are of higher standards than in brick and 
mortar.  As Ms Siepobi-Maseko indicated,  
 
“For instance our norms and standards on brick and mortar would 
currently only cost for plaster on the outside because of our budget 
amount.... One advantage of alternative technologies [is that it] 
automatically gives you a plaster finish on the inside and on the outside ... 
the person in an alternative house would..feel a little bit more privileged 
because of the finishes.”  
 
Respondents were of the opinion that ABT houses have better finishes as compared 
to conventional brick and mortar. They indicated that in some cases the workmanship 
in the brick and mortar industry is very poor and the finished product needs to be 
redone, whereas in the case of alternative technology beneficiaries get houses with 
smooth walls which were prefabricated with very little variation or defect.  Some ABT 
houses also come with features such as aluminium window frames and glass which 
is not the case with conventionally constructed RDP houses. In this case, they 
resemble conventional RDP houses, said Ms Mabongo. 
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Furthermore, respondents believed that ABT houses were of better quality, as shown 
in Ms Mabongo‟s response below:   
 
“quality is basically guaranteed because it is a system, and it does not have 
too many components to it.  A brick house has 1000 components. If one of 
those bricks is at fault then your whole house basically could be at fault. So 
it is more difficult to manage and that is why it takes so long to build the 
house because every single brick has to be laid properly”  
 
 
In Gauteng, to address concerns around durability and strength of the house, Mr 
Mpinyiri said that the show-house was destroyed in order to demonstrate how much 
work it takes to demolish the concrete panels.  
 
In Kaalfontein and Vlakfontein in Gauteng, concrete panels are used. The on-site 
factory manufactures concrete panels with reinforcing, plumbing, electric conduits, 
doorframes, window frames etc in the panel.  These are transported to the site, and 
bolted together into one adjoining 40 m² house with a plaster finish, either square or 
hexagon in shape. Mr Mpinyiri indicated that the fact that the house has built in 
electricity conduits is an advantage over a brick RDP house, which is usually built 
with one leaf of only 100 mm thick. Beneficiaries then tend to chase the electro 
conduits into the wall which is too thin to do this, resulting in structural defects that 
can cause the house to collapse. 
 
 
In summary, provincial respondents identified the key criteria for ABT in South Africa 
as speed of delivery, employment opportunities, skills transfer, and structural 
integrity, quality and finishes.  Although ABT was generally viewed as quicker, it was 
acknowledged that this was related to the scale of delivery due to the high start up 
costs of ABT.  Despite the fact that ideally ABT housing projects need to generate 
large numbers of employment opportunities, and that this is a requirement in both 
Gauteng and the Eastern Cape, the sophisticated nature of much of the technology 
usually requires highly skilled labour.  This was not the case in Soul City, where the 
stack bricks technology used meant that more unskilled people could be employed.  
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A corollary of this is that those people who are employed on the more technologically 
sophisticated projects receive training and become more employable on other similar 
projects.  
 
It is clear that the issue of employment generation and skills transfer in ABT relates 
to the type of technology used.  In some cases, such as stack bricks, more unskilled 
labour is required, while in others more advanced technology means lower levels of 
job creation, but the transfer of more advanced skills.  In selecting the type of 
technology to be used in low-income housing in South Africa, a balance needs to be 
made between the need to deliver houses, and the need to create employment.  It is 
quite possible that the relevant emphasis placed on each of these demands will vary 
from area to area.  However, it seems likely that some more advanced technologies 
may not be appropriate to the South African context.  
 
ii. Community education  
Some interviewees pointed out that they conducted beneficiary education on all their 
projects, including brick and mortar and that, to accommodate alternative technology, 
they have provided additional relevant information. The additional information 
explains the technology, how it is built, what kind of people are needed (plumbers, 
carpenters etc), discusses the structural integrity and accreditation of the product, 
and how to maintain it  
 
Gauteng has a customer support unit, with a sub-unit specifically dealing with 
beneficiary education.  This sub-unit is provided with technical information which can 
assist them to communicate to beneficiaries about whatever product the department 
recommends, according to Ms Siepobi-Maseko.  
 
Part of the process of informing and educating beneficiaries is the construction of 
show houses at the outset of the project.  This showcases the technology, and, 
explained Ms Siepobi-Maseko, allows potential beneficiaries, 
 
“to walk in and feel the house when it is complete.... feel, touch and feel if it 
is something that is acceptable to them”. 
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Only once beneficiaries accept the show house is the project rolled out.  This means 
that show house construction is a key factor in educating potential beneficiaries and 
ensuring acceptability of the product. In addition, in Gauteng, potential beneficiaries 
are also shown other buildings that have been built using the same technology, such 
as a hotel in Sandton in the case of the Kaalfontein project, and a R4 million house in 
the case of the Zola Backyard project.  This shows very clearly that ABT is not 
confined to low income housing, and that it is a viable alternative to brick and mortar 
that is on the market.  
 
Interviewees stressed the need for education relating to ABT, not only of the 
beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries themselves, but also of all levels of officials 
and politicians, echoing the points made by Mr Moss.  For example, in Ekurhuleni, 
the Member of the Mayoral Committee for Housing and ward councillors were 
included in education and site visits. In Gauteng, the Community Liaison Officer 
selects people for training in building houses using the specific technology and they 
together with the ward councillor, attend training in that regard.  Ms Siepobi-Maseko 
described the process in Kaalfontein and Zola,  
 
“they went through a SETA accredited training course.  At Kaalfontein the 
technology was pre-fabricated concrete walls, and they went through a 
SETA accredited course with the community people who were going to be 
active in that project. So they got the training and the certification in the 
alternative technology”. 
 
Despite his involvement in ABT, one of the officials interviewed expressed 
reservations, highlighting the need for greater education at a more senior level,   
 
“I am not so sure about it [ABT], it is a negative feeling to me.  I am not very 
warm around the heart for that issue”. He went on to say “I got some of my 
reservations concerning .. the security factor ... and maintenance”. 
 
If senior officials have misgivings about ABT, it is unlikely that they will engage with it 
positively or market it well enough to promote more wide-spread acceptance, which 
reinforces the point made by Mr Moss of the NHFC that education relating to ABT 
needs to extend to officials and politicians, not just to beneficiaries.   
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Lack of community education is not only critical for the acceptability of the 
material/technology but also to the maintenance of the houses. The case of Soul City 
illustrates this need for innovators to train officials and beneficiaries about the upkeep 
of a house built with non-conventional materials.  According to the interviewee, the 
bricks used were earth face brick and should not have been painted in order to allow 
them to breathe naturally.  However, the Premier felt that the houses needed to be 
painted, which led to the bricks retaining water and “sweating”. In this case,  
 
“your community and your role players and your stakeholders as well as the 
Department should be educated in terms of the use of the brick”. 
 
Although several interviewees indicated that environmental considerations and 
sustainability were not generally regarded as important by potential beneficiaries, in 
the case of the polystyrene panels used in the Zola backyard upgrading project, the 
fact that electricity costs would be substantially reduced due to its greater insulation 
was discussed with the community and in a number of projects beneficiaries 
indicated that better insulation was achieved using ABT than was the case with 
conventional materials.  
 
In summary, provincial respondents emphasised the need for community education 
to maximise acceptance of the technology and minimise problems once people 
occupy their houses. How this is done varies across provinces. This needs to include 
a show-house where potential beneficiaries can see and touch the house, a thorough 
explanation of the materials and technology to be used, how the construction process 
will unfold, what maintenance will be needed, and how the house can be extended.   
 
Of paramount importance is that officials as well as potential beneficiaries need to be 
educated in this regard, as some officials seem to have negative perceptions or 
misunderstandings around ABT, which need to be addressed in order to encourage 
them to promote ABT as a viable option to conventional methods of construction.  
 
iii. Community consultation 
The nature and extent of community consultation has varied.  In Gauteng, the ward 
councillor and ward committees are engaged throughout the process in the run-up to 
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the construction. In the Zola Backyard Upgrading project, prior to construction, the 
Department held meetings with the community in conjunction with the Council.  The 
Project Steering Committee (PSC) played a key role related to consultation.  Ms 
Mabongo from Gauteng province indicated,  
 
“Whatever challenges we are facing within the project, we address those 
challenges within the PSC and then those affected beneficiaries will call a 
public meeting and then we inform them”. 
 
Key issues related to community consultation seem to be communication on a 
regular basis, through establishing a forum such as the PSC, and transparency 
throughout the process. All stakeholders should be involved as much as possible, 
including the municipality, the contractors, the communities and the departments 
involved.  
 
In Soul City, community meetings were held with potential beneficiaries, and they 
formed a committee which represented them, which the Department and municipality 
worked closely with. A good working relationship existed between the local 
government and provincial government, and consultation was done through the 
municipality.  
 
One of the problems with consultation raised in the interviews is that, while there is 
usually consultation, this is not always standardised.  There is no policy document 
outlining how to do it, and it is not regularised according to Mr Mpinyiri.  Social 
facilitation does not merely involve presenting a technology to a community, but 
engaging with the community on what alternative technologies are, giving them time 
to understand their options.  One interviewee noted that insufficient information or 
time had been given to the community in the consultation process. 
 
Another problem raised is that communities are not always homogenous and 
functional. Respondents indicated that often community consists of a number of 
different role-players with different interests, is dynamic and the level of their buy-in 
changes over time, depending on factors such as who is “in” the community.  This 
was elaborated by Mr Tshivhasa from the Eastern Cape:  
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“There are people with vested interests within the community ... People who 
were the contractors of brick and mortar had a lot of influence... They could 
see that they were losing out because the project comes and they don‟t 
have much role in that particular project.  They feel they are losing out and 
it‟s a threat to them ... So I think the issue of job creation might be one of 
the things that led into bigger rejection especially looking at people with 
vested interests”. 
 
In summary, the level and extent of community consultation across the provinces 
examined has varied, with different levels of success.  It is clear that there is a need 
for greater guidance and standardisation of the process.  Consultation and 
communication needs to occur throughout the project, from the planning stages until 
well after construction has been completed in order to ensure that communities have 
a voice in planning and conceiving the project, seeing it through to completion, and 
have the ability to raise concerns once they have lived in the house.  
 
iv. Community perceptions  
Although the fact that show houses and the planned delivery of housing raised levels 
of excitement amongst potential beneficiaries, several interviewees pointed out that 
this is most likely related to the fact that people are going to get a house, and not 
related to the type of technology being used. For example, Mr Barnes pointed out 
that, 
 
“The excitement .. your beneficiary, all he or she wants is a house and to be 
secure and to have the feeling of security”. 
 
However, it was also pointed out by Mr Verwey that  
“if you do alternative, you want something better, bigger and faster”  
 
Mr Verwey further mentioned that If an innovator is providing the same size house, 
there needs to be a demonstrable service saving (such as on electricity due to more 
efficient insulation), or communities will not accept them.  This advantage needs to 
be elaborated very clearly to communities during community consultation and 
education in order to promote positive perceptions and acceptance of ABT. 
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According to Mr Tshivhasa, in one case in the Eastern Cape, the show house built 
had many defects and leaked, which affected community perceptions.   
 
Community perceptions tend to vary over the course of construction and occupation. 
The type of technology used also influences perceptions.  As Ms Siepobi-Maseko 
and Mr Tshivhasa pointed out, respectively, most communities  
 
“...care that it is something that is solid, so all the technologies that we have 
recommended for construction is something very solid .. it must look and 
feel like a brick wall and must perform like a brick wall”, and  
 
“People still believe in conventional methods and so anything that has a 
conventional look, they will jump into it” so “differences in technology also 
lead to differences in acceptance of different technologies”. 
 
The level of community involvement in the project and familiarity with the material 
seems to affect perceptions about the technology. In Kaalfontein beneficiaries were 
more likely to accept the technology because they were part of the construction and 
the technology was concrete based:  
 
“it was much easier to sell because the plant was on site and the 
community was involved in the plant, in the manufacturing of the pre-
fabricated walls and those are concrete walls and I think everybody knows 
concrete”. 
 
In addition, beneficiaries liked the smooth finish, the higher walls, and the fact that 
walls seemed to be much stronger than brick.  They are well insulated and feel better 
ventilated, and joints are sealed with the result that there are no leaks according to 
Mr Mpinyiri.   
 
In the Zola backyard project where polystyrene with concrete plaster on both sides 
was used people perceptions changed during the construction process.  During 
construction, people‟s perceptions were not positive,  
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“when they see polystyrene panels standing up and someone tells them 
that this is going to be a wall that is when the eyebrows are raised”..with 
comments such as “you are bringing us polystyrene houses and this 
cannot be a house”. 
 
However, once the house is completed, plastered and painted, then perceptions 
change. As a result, demand of the houses increased and the Department built 794 
more houses that the original target of 500. Ms Siepobi-Maseko indicated that while  
 
“it is not automatically accepted in the beginning it is the finished product 
that sells it”. 
 
Mr Tshivhasa indicated that in the Eastern Cape problems were experienced in 
Ndevhana, where some members of the community wanted ABT and others wanted 
conventional houses.  This resulted in a temporary suspension of the project, but this 
has now been resolved and those who want brick and mortar houses can get them 
but understand that they will have to wait longer.  
 
It is important to recognise that community perceptions can be swayed by the 
interests of particular individuals.   
 
“People who have accepted are those in need of shelter and those who 
have rejected are those who feel that during the implementation they will 
lose out or their skill will not be useful in the implementation and therefore 
they opt for brick and mortar and mobilise the community to reject the 
technology”. 
 
In summary, several issues were raised by provincial respondents relating to 
community perceptions.  Some people are pleased to be receiving a house, and are 
not concerned about the nature of the technology used in its construction.  
Communities prefer technology that feels solid and looks similar to houses 
constructed using conventional methods.  Perceptions change as the construction 
process proceeds.  People with vested interests can negatively affect perceptions 
and this needs to be considered in community consultation and education, and even 
in deciding on what type of technology to use (e.g. in communities with many people 
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with particular building-related skills, technologies should ideally be selected which 
can utilise these skills.  
 
 
v. Construction-related issues 
Mr Tshiva indicated that a general problem related to construction using alternative 
technology is that local materials cannot always be used, and materials need to be 
transported from the plant to the site. 
 
Reports on feedback from beneficiaries once they have occupied houses varied from 
project to project.  In Gauteng, there have been no major comebacks related to 
structural defects or to the technology used. The most common problems appear to 
be plumbing issues, which are not related to the technology used in the structure.  
 
However, during construction, problems have been experienced in some projects.  
Proper construction management is critical.  These usually do not relate to the 
technology itself but more to the supervision of contractors erecting the houses using 
the technology.  The risk in this case is that the community is unable to distinguish 
between problems associated with the technology itself and with poor workmanship 
in the actual construction, resulting in the community rejecting the technology.  Mr 
Seipobi-Maseko cited an instance of this occurring in an ABT project in Diepsloot, 
where the contractor did not have the correct supervision, nor an engineer on site.  
As a result the department is in the process of writing a technical report addressing 
the issue of effective monitoring of people involved in the construction  
 
In Soul City, the bricks used require longer curing times than conventional bricks.  In 
some cases insufficient curing time appears to have been taken.  As a result, some 
houses are starting to show weaknesses.  Once cracks started showing and gaps 
formed on the floors, people complained. This relates to lack of training and 
monitoring relating to the construction, as explained by Mr Barnes, 
 
“It is not the product or method that was used. It is the way you use it”.  
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Taking short cuts in the brick curing process and political interference compromised 
the quality of the structure.  
 
In summary, provincial respondents identified several construction related issues 
related to ABT housing.  A key consideration is that many ABT technologies do not 
use local materials which raises problems such as transport costs.  Often problems 
emerging when residents move in are unrelated to the technology, such as plumbing.  
Poor project management and incorrect use of the technology affects both the quality 
of the house and the perceptions of beneficiaries.  Political interference to alter the 
way in which the technology is used can also have a detrimental effect.   
 
Some of these issues can be overcome by better education of beneficiaries, officials 
and politicians, and more effective project management and supervision.  However, 
other issues such as whether or not the transport costs incurred in transporting 
material to sites are justified relate to the selection of the most appropriate 
technology for an area, and need to be taken at higher levels. 
 
vi. Extension of houses 
According to key respondents interviewed, one of the main concerns of potential 
beneficiaries and beneficiaries related to the alternative technology is whether it is 
possible to extend the house, and if so, how that is done. Apart from 1 case, no 
interviewees were aware of cases where ABT houses had been extended.  Mr 
Barnes mentioned that in Soul City some beneficiaries have successfully extended 
their houses using the conventional method while some have tried to attach 
corrugated iron to the house, which has caused problems to the structure.  
 
 In Gauteng, where concrete walls have been built, extension of homes is discussed 
in beneficiary education sessions where it is made clear that it is possible using 
conventional methods, but that a qualified builder needs to be involved ( as should 
also be the case with brick and mortar).  
 
One of the problems is that companies providing the alternative technology move 
away once the project is complete, and then the beneficiary can find it difficult and 
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expensive to access supplies to extend their home using the original technology 
explained Mr Barnes.  
 
In summary, despite the fact that in some provinces such as Gauteng, beneficiaries 
are apparently educated about extensions, this remains a major problem.  This is 
verified in the focus group discussions and in the literature reviewed.   Clearly, far 
more attention needs to be paid to this issue in both selecting and developing the 
type of technology used, and in educating beneficiaries. 
 
vii. Tenure issues and allocation 
Although not related to the nature of the technology used, tenure issues and the 
allocation of houses can impact on the readiness of a community to accept ABT 
houses and on the speed with which such projects can be rolled out, according to 
key respondents interviewed.  For example, Ms Mabongo explained that in the Zola 
backyard upgrading project, the registered land owner had already benefitted from 
government housing programmes, and received a house, for which they had title 
deeds. The project aimed at densification and upgrading of existing backyard shacks 
usually rented out to family members or tenants.  This meant that the normal process 
of applying for the Housing Subsidy System did not apply, and the process of 
receiving approvals was very slow. In some cases the landowners have passed 
away, often without a will, so beneficiaries had to be educated in the legal processes 
involved in granting authority to the occupant.  
 
In the same project, tenants of existing shacks needed to vacate them for the time 
taken to build a replacement using ABT. The communication process involved in this 
was left to the landlord and was sometimes problematic. 
 
In most projects, the allocation of stands is done by the local municipality. They also 
identify beneficiaries and put them onto stands.  In Kaalfontein and Vlakfontein this 
was done, so that the ABT houses were effectively an in situ upgrade explained Mr 
Mpinyiri.  According to the provincial respondents, issues associated with who is 
allocated a stand and why, can impact on the project itself at times, negatively 
affecting beneficiary perceptions.  
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In summary, problems relating to tenure and allocation of houses, while unrelated to 
the technology used, can negatively impact beneficiaries‟ acceptance of the house 
itself.   As with the case of other issues unrelated to the actual technology, such as 
plumbing, people tend to develop a perception of the overall house, and are unlikely 
to differentiate between technology-specific and other types of problems.  
 
5.2 BENEFICIARIES AND POTENTIAL BENEFICIARIES 
The following section details the issues raised in the focus groups, looking first at 
beneficiaries of ABT houses, and then at potential beneficiaries.  
 
5.2.1 Beneficiaries 
i. Context 
There was a great variation in the length of time beneficiaries had stayed in their 
area, with some groups indicating that they had been born there.  Generally, 
respondents in Gauteng had lived in the area for the longest periods of time, apart 
from Lubala and Ngqeleni where respondents indicated they were born in the area.  
 
Name of area Range of length of stay in 
area of focus group 
respondents  
Average length 
of stay  
Zola 3 1 – 53 years 28 years 
Zola 1 2 – 3 years 3 years 
Kaalfontein 6 – 10 years 7 years 
Atteridgeville 9 – 58 years 34 years 
Mamelodi 30 – 59 years 44 years 
Soul City 4 - 12 years 7 years 
Boikhutso 9 - 17 years 13 years 
Weltevrede Valley Group response, since 1997 
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Lubala Group response, we were born here 
Ngqeleni Group response, we were born here 
 
This implies that many residents in Gauteng or in the older townships have been 
living in the area for most of their adult lives. Life in apartheid South Africa prior to 
democracy meant living in a poorly serviced and very controlled townships and this 
history needs to be appreciated when perceptions of housing delivery such as this 
one is measured. Deprivation could lead to poor people accepting houses whatever 
the technology. 
 
Given the fact that most of the housing projects in question are new, most residents 
have only occupied their house for a short period of time.  This ranges from only 2 
months in Ngqeleni housing project and 6 months in Lubala, both in the Eastern 
Cape, to far longer periods in Boikutso in the Northern Cape, where the length of stay 
of residents in their houses varies from 9 to 16 years.  In Attridgeville, Zola, and 
Mamelodi most residents had lived in their houses 1 or 2 years, while in Soul City 
most had lived in their houses for 5 or 6 years.  This means there has not been much 
time to measure how the technology has fared and how perceptions may have 
changed as a result.  
 
Asked whether they knew they were living in houses built with alternative technology, 
residents in Zola and Attridgeville did know this, whereas those in Weltevrede Park 
and Ngqeleni indicated they were unaware of this. One respondent in Ngqeleni 
indicated that, 
  
“we knew of brick houses here and we were shocked at these houses”.  
 
In Soul City, a mixed response was received.   
 
ii. Consultation with the community prior to construction 
Several questions elicited responses indicating the level of consultation with 
beneficiaries.  These included asking what they had heard of the project and the 
technology to be used prior to moving into their homes, who they thought had made 
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the decision on the technology used, why they thought the project was implemented, 
and whether either the municipality or the Housing department5 had informed them 
about the particular type of alternative technology to be used.   
 
Zola backyard upgrading 
In Zola there was general consensus that consultation did occur, and took place 
through community meetings and the councillor. One respondent indicated that the 
first community meeting was held 3 years before the project commenced.  In 
addition, show-houses were built to demonstrate the type of building that was 
planned.   
 
Although some respondents indicated some familiarity with the technology, one 
respondent reinforced an observation made in the in-depth interviews discussed 
earlier that, 
 
“We did not know anything about the material. We were just happy that we 
were going to have rooms”. 
 
Another indicated that they were happy to have rooms, the implication being that they 
were not concerned with the type of technology used. 
 
Seven respondents had clearly received education around the technology and the 
use of their houses, with 2 indicating that they were told not to cook inside them, and 
3 indicating that they should not use heaters inside the buildings.  However, 1 of 
these respondents pointed out that they had been told by the contractor that heaters 
were not necessary as the buildings were better insulated than conventional 
buildings. They were aware that the technology was imported from overseas, with 
one saying, 
“this is an overseas system; they do not have bricks overseas.” 
 
                                            
5
 Now Department of Human Settlements 
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The procedure relating to verifying occupancy and land ownership with regard to the 
main house outlined in the in-depth interviews was verified by 2 respondents, who 
were informed about what process to follow. 
 
Six respondents indicated that they were not informed by authorities on the type of 
technology to be used in the construction of their houses, although others 
contradicted this, saying they were informed, or that they were not given much 
information about the technology. There was some disagreement about whether they 
were only informed of the nature of the technology (in this case polystyrene) once 
construction had begun and they could see it for themselves,  
 
“no, they did not say anything, we do not know anything about this 
material, the „take-away‟ - because it looks like the containers of „take-
away‟, like some sort of cardboard…. “but we do know what these rooms 
are built with … but they never said anything to us before it was built”. 
 
Asked why they thought the project had been implemented, responses ranged from 
speed of delivery, to reduce overcrowding, do away with shacks, reduce the housing 
problem, accommodate old people (in the backyard buildings of this project), or were 
tender and procurement related. 
 
One respondent indicated frustration at the overall consultation process, saying,  
 
“But the problem with us is that we do not ask, because we are poor, when 
a person comes in here and says I am going to do this for you, you do not 
ask questions, it becomes difficult to ask questions.  It is the same with this 
project, we were told that there is going to be rooms that are going to be 
built for us, no one raises a hand to ask, how, when and all those things.  
We just become happy that we are going to get something, that is 
something is going to happen, we do not go further to say, if that is that, 
what about this, when, how, we do not ask those questions.  They have 
done that and now, we are suffering”. 
 
Kaalfontein 
It appears that in Kaalfontein people were very well informed about the nature and 
advantages of the technology used.  Several respondents addressed the issue of the 
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speed of delivery due to the alternative technology, providing figures as to how many 
houses could be built in a certain period of time, one being 20 houses per week, and 
one 40 houses in 3 weeks.  The fact that the house was well insulated was raised, 
and satisfaction with the strength and durability of the house was clear,  
 
“the house will last more than 60 years”. 
 
The community seems to have been given a choice of types of house, and one 
respondent clearly understood the balance between size of house and type of 
technology used, saying, 
 
“there were 3 plans there and the ways we saw it is that it means they are 
different in square metres, you see? That is the way we ended up getting 
these houses because we were checking that the square metre is bigger”. 
 
However, one of her co-respondents disputed this and indicated that although they 
were given a choice, they were not actually provided with the house they had 
chosen.  One respondent complained, 
 
“they did not ask for our acceptance”. 
 
Most Kaalfontein respondents indicated that they had been informed about the type 
of alternative technology to be used, with one respondent saying this was clear in the 
show-house, although one indicated that this was not the case.  This discrepancy 
was explained by a respondent,  
 
“they did explain that the houses were going to be built with concrete and 
they explained that if you have poured the concrete today, tomorrow it 
would be up.  Most of us saw that it would be faster, you see?  Maybe 
others did not understand when they said they were going to use concrete 
in which way but they did explain”. 
 
Asked why they thought the project had been implemented, responses related to the 
quality of houses, the fact that houses were better than RDP houses, that they would 
last longer, and were built for the poor. 
Dept of Human Settlements, 2011  Understanding Beneficiary Perceptions of Alternative Building Technologies 
 
73 
 
 
Mamelodi 
In Mamelodi consultation included being informed by the councilor and shown the 
technology to be used. However, one respondent indicated serious problems 
associated with the technology, 
 
“We were told that they were going to build using asbestos. Then they 
came with the cardboard and the material. It was mostly sand that they 
used. They first made us remove our shacks and then they put up steel 
poles. There was barely enough time for us to remove our things. With us, 
we removed our shack and the same day they laid down their slate and 
started building. They put that slate down and after 2 days they came with 
those boards of theirs and started mixing the cement in the yard and 
building. And now their wall is eroding”. 
 
This was echoed by another respondent,  
 
“What I heard when they were bringing these houses, they first said that 
there would plans from which to choose. There are 2 rooms and 3 rooms. 
Another thing is that they said that they would build it using bricks, not with 
that cardboard or that thing they built it with. It was supposed to have a 
foundation, not that thing they put on the floor”. 
 
Some Mamelodi respondents clearly felt there had been no consultation, saying “they 
just tell you”, with one expressing it as, 
 
“they took that decision alone as the government because they didn‟t 
come to us to tell us that they have decided this and they were going to do 
this. We were just surprised when they did things this way”. 
 
Another expressed similar views saying, 
 
“we are just told the final decisions; they just give us feedback about what 
they have already decided. We are just there to accept”. 
 
Although one respondent indicated they had not been informed about the nature of 
the technology to be used, another conceded that they were told that it was overseas 
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technology and that it would not involve using bricks. Three respondents indicated 
that they felt that the reason the project had been implemented was that it was 
cheaper than using conventional technology, with 1 saying,  
 
“Yes, maybe it works out cheaper. They decided that it works out 
cheaper for them; they didn‟t consider how we felt about it. That‟s why 
they built with it”. 
 
Atteridgeville 
In Atteridgeville people did not give a consistent response to how they were 
consulted, with one indicating that someone (they were not clear who or from where) 
had visited them house-to-house, another indicating that they were informed through 
pamphlets, a meeting and a show-house. On the other hand, another respondent 
indicated that they told them, 
 
“nothing, not even with pamphlets, they did not have a sample”. 
 
Many beneficiaries were not informed about the type of alternative technology to be 
used in the construction of their homes, with all respondents being very clear that 
there was no consultation in that regard.  One respondent indicated,  
 
“They did not tell us enough. …We were just happy to be having these rooms, 
when they said they are going to build for us, that made us happy and we 
did not think further”. 
 
This was confirmed by another respondent who said,  
 
“They just came with the delivery, started to do their concrete and that is 
how it started.  And the problem was that the people that were building did 
not know anything, they were just hired to do the job.  Different people did 
different jobs, some were doing the walls, some were doing the roof, and 
they did different things. I mean, the way they placed the slab, you could 
tell it was not right.  You saw the foundation and the way they put the slab 
on, it was not right.  There was no foundation or anything like that. They 
are doing all this and no one is telling what is happening or what is what, 
nothing was said to us. I asked about the foundation and they said, do not 
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worry, this is how these things are done and I was left feeling unsure.  We 
were not told anything, nix”. 
 
Asked why they thought the project had been implemented, respondents indicated 
speed of delivery (with 2 saying houses could be built in 3 – 4 days), and 5 indicating 
it was to relieve overcrowding. 
 
Relating problems experienced once they occupied houses to lack of effective 
consultation prior to, and during construction, one resident said,  
 
“I think if we had a person elected by the community to be with these 
people, things would have turned out better. If we had this person that 
would be with them, checking if things were done right, coming back to the 
community to say this and that is happening, telling us about the material, 
we would not be talking like this.  Ours were the worst because we were 
the last to have them.  If only they were telling us what was happening, 
things would not be as bad as they are.  The plumbing truly is the worst. I 
do not think if I say, they knew nothing about plumbing, they learned on 
the job, I do not think I would be far off.  We know about these people, 
they knew nothing about plumbing.” 
 
Soul City 
In Soul City consultation took several forms.  There was a demonstration of the 
technology to selected community representatives who were flown to Gauteng for 
this, 2 people indicated there were community meetings, and one indicated that 
samples, through a show-house, were shown to the community.  Only one 
respondent complained about the consultation process, saying they were just told 
they were going to get houses.  One respondent felt that the construction was 
inferior, saying that the selected community, 
 
“consulted with the department of housing (sic6) and the construction guy, 
and they decided as a whole. So some of those leaders they went - 
because what happened is that they came back with the sample and they 
decided to nominate the other guys so that they can be taught how 
specifically the brick is formed. So they went and did the whole course and 
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they came back. If you look here next to the grounds, that is 2000 and 
that‟s where they manufactured those bricks, there is a factory for these 
bricks. So they came back with what they were taught in Jo‟burg, how to 
form this brick. They didn‟t follow the right procedure; if they were 
supposed to use 2 sands and 2 cements, they didn‟t do that, they used 
half. As you can see this brick is not so quality. It‟s not SABS approved, 
you know. 
 
Responding to the question of why they thought the project was implemented several 
respondents indicated that government is likely to select the cheapest option for 
housing, for example,  
 
“now the government works with tenders and they go for the cheaper one. 
So I think that even if the community knew that the houses were going to 
be built by this guy because he produces something better, the 
government might have decided that because they are paying and it‟s 
expensive, they went for this one. So this one maybe produces something 
that looks good to the government, but isn‟t at all. That is what happened”. 
 
Respondents felt that the reasons the project had been implemented using 
alternative technology was that it was cheaper, quicker and easier to build.  This has 
a potentially detrimental effect, according to one respondent, 
 
“Yes, this material is very cheap. It‟s very cheap and it‟s very easy to be 
built up, but it doesn‟t have a guarantee. I mean, these houses are for the 
poorest of the poor and as you can see, most of our community members 
are unemployed. You see how this house looks outside? It looks how it 
looks inside, without any flooring or whatever, it‟s just dusty. So it was also 
a health risk for us, and some of the community members cannot even try 
to fix it or plaster it inside”. 
 
Boikutso 
In Boikutso, a respondent indicated that they were desperate as they were living in 
shacks and therefore were not concerned with the type of technology used to build 
houses.  As one respondent said,  
 
““I think they were thinking, “let‟s just give these people houses, they won‟t 
complain. He got a roof, what more does he want?” 
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Concerns were raised that the contractor or government officials had not returned 
with the satisfaction forms they were promised. 
 
Weltevrede Valley 
While in Zola, despite some problems, the overall impression given by the focus 
group is that they were satisfied with the consultation that took place, and with the 
construction of the houses.  In Weltevrede Valley there was not the same level of 
agreement in terms of whether or not consultation took place, and in what form. 
Some respondents indicated that the community was informed of the project through 
show-houses, 1 that they had been given a choice of what type of house they 
wanted, and 1 said they had been taken to a workshop where the process was 
explained, and then shown the show-houses.  However, others indicated that they 
had not been shown how the houses would look.   
 
Only 3 respondents mentioned consultative meetings, one indicating that someone 
from the Department of Human Settlements visited them, the other that there had 
been no community meetings held by the ward councillor but that the mayor‟s 
committee had held a meeting with the community, and another that there had been 
face-to-face meetings between officials or politicians and potential beneficiaries, 
which they appreciated.  
 
Three respondents in Weltevrede Valley indicated that they had been told to move 
their shacks from one place to the site of the housing project, and that new housing 
would then be provided, but that some people still did not have new housing.  As one 
respondent put it,  
 
“I think there were about 20 contractors that were bringing us these good 
news.  They built the samples that he has mentioned … Things changed 
immediately after we were workshopped, they would say, your number 
that is the shack number has been called and you had to move to the 
stand which was where your house was going to be built.  Now, things had 
changed, it was no longer “you move out of the shack to the house” and 
discard the shack.  It was “move with your shack to the stand, this is where 
you will be staying as they are busy building you a house.  The truck was 
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provided to take you and your shack.  The talks had changed now.  We 
are having many people still living in shacks from 1997 till now”. 
 
This led her to conclude,  
 
“because we were living under harsh conditions, in the forest, we said 
these things are right, because we were living under bad conditions, we 
did not know that we are moving from bad to worse”. 
 
According to a respondent, the houses do not have a foundation, which is a problem.   
 
The response to whether or not they were informed by authorities on the type of 
technology to be used in the construction of their houses was mixed, with 3 
respondents categorically stating they were not informed and one saying he was.  
Similarly, one indicated they had been shown samples of the technology, while 
another said there were no samples.  
 
Lubala 
Consultation in Lubala seems to have taken the form of a survey of potential 
beneficiaries by social workers accompanied by government officials, a visit by the 
Premier, and officials of the “Bisho government.” 
 
As in the case of Weltevrede Valley residents, the response to whether or not they 
were informed by authorities on the type of technology to be used in the construction 
of their houses was mixed, with 2 respondents indicating they had been shown 
photographs of the houses, although one said they were not told that houses were 
not built using normal bricks, and 2 indicating they were not told of the technology.  
One respondent expressed his dissatisfaction with the consultation process,  
 
“We saw that they are not consulting us and we became silent, but we 
were unhappy about these paper houses”. 
 
Responding to the question as to why the project was implemented, beneficiaries 
indicated that it was cheaper, quicker and easier to build.  This did not necessarily 
have positive results as is clear from this response: 
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“I thought that because they promised to build us houses in 2008 and they 
started in 2010, they were rushing time so that is why they build us houses 
made of paper. Had they started to build in 2008 using bricks they would 
have finished in time and still be using bricks. To me they were rushing 
because the President was coming, they started in April and by September 
they were finished and when it rained you could see the houses just falling 
apart. Those slabs are weak and rushed”. 
 
Ngqeleni 
In Ngqeleni 4 respondents indicated that the ward councillor had informed them of 
the project, and 2 indicated that a show-house had been built, one of whom said that 
the community received a house with curtains, beds and stoves.  One respondent 
indicated that the building material and technology used had not been discussed, but 
3 indicated that it was made clear to them that this was a temporary structure which 
would last for about 10 years, and then would start to get cracks.  As 1 beneficiary 
stated,  
 
“From what we know, it‟s the Provincial government that built for us, it‟s not 
those houses we wanted but the Premier came here and said that there is 
no money at the moment so we would be built these temporary structures 
here”. 
 
In response to who they felt had made the decision to use the alternative technology, 
one Ngqeleni resident said, 
 
“we will never know as we do not even know where the building material 
comes from”, while another thought the Premier was responsible, saying 
“the Premier was rushing at the time ... she saw our situation here so she 
decided to build these houses.  They were interested in this type of material 
because it was faster to build using it I think”. 
 
Respondents felt that the reason the project had been implemented was that it was 
quicker than conventional technology.  
 
In summary, the extent and effectiveness of community consultation varies although 
there are some commonalities within provinces.  In Gauteng, there appears to be 
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general consensus that consultation did occur and this seems to have been most 
effective in terms of beneficiaries‟ understanding of the technology, particularly in 
Zola, Kaalfontein and Mamelodi.  In some focus groups, such as Weltevrede Valley 
and Atteridgeville, there was not the same level of agreement that consultation had 
taken place, or what form it had taken.  In some cases, such as Zola, consultation 
took place several years prior to the commencement of the project.  Consultation 
across projects included being informed by the councillor, ward meetings, education 
around the technology and the procedure relating to verifying occupancy and land 
ownership (particularly in Zola) and show-houses.  
 
Concerns relating to the consultation process include the fact that it is difficult for 
potential beneficiaries to ask questions during the consultation process, that some 
people felt they had not been given the house or technology they were shown during 
consultation, and others feeling the consultation process was not genuinely 
participatory, but one in which the project was a fait accompli and beneficiaries were 
merely informed of this.  
 
iii. Perceptions and experiences of ABT 
Several questions were asked relating to beneficiaries‟ experiences and perceptions 
of alternative technology, including whether they would choose alternative 
technologies or brick and mortar if given the choice, what type of building material 
they would choose if they had a choice, how they felt about the material used to 
construct their house, what the benefits of a house using the alternative technology 
as opposed to conventional technology are, what their experiences of living in their 
house have been, whether they are satisfied or not with the construction process of 
their house, whether they are proud to live there, whether they had given feedback 
on their house (either positive or negative through complaints), and whether the 
house had needed repairs. 
 
Zola backyard upgrading 
Although one Zola respondent indicated that the structure was strong and solid, 12 
respondents cited problems.  These included the fact that there was no foundation 
therefore it was believed to be unsafe, 2 people indicated the house leaked, and one 
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that there were leaking pipes. One person said it became unbearably hot when you 
cook in it (although earlier it was noted that as part of the beneficiary education 
beneficiaries had been warned not to cook in the building).  Most complaints seem to 
relate to the walls and plastering, with people indicating constant dampness, that the 
walls absorb water and become black, that they chip and break easily, that the 
plaster is “just sand” and creates a lot of dust, and that there is an unpleasant smell 
as a result of the damp and dust. One resident was so unhappy with the structure 
that she indicated that she would just demolish her building, saying,  
 
“they are easy to demolish, they are doing that on their own”. 
 
Asked whether they would choose the alternative type of technology or any other, 9 
respondents in Zola indicated they would choose bricks, while 3 indicated the 
alternative technology used. On the one hand, one expressed distrust of the 
alternative technology, saying, 
 
“bricks are strong and they stay for a long time; we do not know what is 
happening with these ones. We do not trust them”. 
 
On the other hand, another respondent said, 
 
 “[this technology] is strong for me; there are no problems at home, there 
are no leaks and cracks, it is right for me”. 
 
Advantages of the alternative technology used include the fact that it is well 
insulated, and that having the new buildings makes the yards look neater than was 
the case with shacks.  One resident sarcastically reflected on the fact that there is 
little privacy with regard to sound, saying that a benefit is that, 
 
“when people are fighting you can hear and quickly go to help out before it 
gets out of hand”. 
 
Describing their experience of living in their house, 4 residents in Zola said that they 
were beautiful, with one qualifying this by saying the house leaked.  The other 
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positive aspect of these houses, expressed by 2 residents, is that they are well 
insulated, although 2 people indicated that this was not the case.  Problems 
experienced in living their houses by Zola residents include the following: 
 
 Leaks – 8 residents indicated there were leaks in the house, some saying 
these came from the foundation slab 
 Leaking shower, with water flowing into other rooms was a problem 
identified by 3 residents 
 Rooms are hot, there are no ventilators, a point raised by 3 residents 
 The fact that no cooking or heating should take place in the houses was 
raised as a problem by 2 residents, with one being concerned that people 
were unaware that you should not cook in the house 
 Several houses have the same key as their neighbours, a security concern 
raised by 3 residents 
 Windows stick and are difficult to open was pointed out by 2 residents 
 Toilet leaks (2 residents) 
 Health concerns and chest problems were issues raised by 2 residents, 
with one elaborating,  
 
“In years to come, people will be suffering from TB and sinusitis, right 
now, if you go in that room, there is dust everywhere, in bed and all over 
the place, that stuff is chipping away and it turns into dust.  These rooms 
are not right, there is nothing right at all, the shower is just a mess, the 
house is damp and have you seen a house with mildew in it, no, it is not 
healthy”. 
 
 Houses are too small 
 Walls are too thin for privacy 
 The basin falls off 
 Walls cannot be painted with enamel paint as that will create a fire hazard 
according to a respondent who said,  
 
“That is why when you paint you have to make use of the water paint and not 
the enamel because it catches fire easily”. 
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Five beneficiaries indicated that they had made complaints about their house.  One 
of these was to the contractor and mayor, and one to “the mobile office”.  In no cases 
were positive reactions to their complaints mentioned, with 3 respondents indicating 
there had been no response.  One person suggested that a central office was 
needed, where people would be able to report problems.  One expressed frustration 
that, 
“sometimes they send the very same people who do not know how to fix. 
The person would just sit and check if the employer is not there and if he is 
not there, he goes home and sign on his paper that he did go to this 
certain house number”. 
 
In Zola there were 13 negative responses to the question as to whether beneficiaries 
were satisfied or not with the construction process used to build their house.  Four of 
these related to illegal sales of cement by contractors, reducing the strength of their 
structure, one indicating a lack of supervision, one saying builders were careless, 
and others relating to specific issues such as plumbing and spraying. 
 
A mixed response was received to the question as to whether beneficiaries feel 
proud to live in this home; three replied positively and 2 negatively. 
 
Nine beneficiaries indicated that they had needed repairs to their houses, 3 indicating 
these related to plumbing problems.  In one case they did the repairs themselves, in 
another they paid someone to fix it, and one person was told the authorities were “no 
longer taking problems at Zola”, so presumed repairs were now his responsibility.  
 
Kaalfontein 
Asked how they felt about the material used to build their home, only one Kaalfontein 
resident had a positive response, saying they were satisfied and proud.  One 
qualified his positive response saying that while there were no problems, the walls 
became soft in the rain.  Eight beneficiaries had negative responses, with one just 
indicating they were not happy with their house, without specifying the problem, while 
4 indicated there were leaks, 2 indicated there were cracks, and 2 indicated there 
were problems with the roof.   
Dept of Human Settlements, 2011  Understanding Beneficiary Perceptions of Alternative Building Technologies 
 
84 
 
 
Some of the complaints were directly related to the technology used.  One person, 
for example, said that, 
 
“when it rains the water comes through that sponge they have put”. 
 
Another said, 
 
“the foundation is laid on the ground; it does not have brick force or 
anything, even when they put it in other houses, and it must have this 
plastic so that when it is raining the water would not rise up.  That is what 
mine does, when it rains, these bricks become soft and water goes up in 
the corners”. 
 
In choosing a type of technology, one respondent indicated that, although there were 
cracks in his house, he believed it was stronger than brick and therefore preferred 
this technology, while another also indicated they preferred the alternative technology 
as it was so much quicker to build.  No preferences for brick were expressed in 
Kaalfontein.  
 
Discussing their experiences of living in the houses, Kaalfontein residents pointed out 
that it is very hot in summer and very cold in winter, leaks and smells.  Asked 
whether they were satisfied or dissatisfied with the construction process used in 
building their houses, respondents were clearly very unhappy with the way in which 
the contractors had installed the roof.  Apparently a special machine should have 
been used, but the contractor often used hammers and nails which made holes in the 
roof, which they failed to fill. It appears that beneficiaries were aware of the fact that it 
was not a problem with the technology but with poor workmanship and incorrect 
building techniques that caused the problem.  
 
Mamelodi 
Given the choice between a conventional house and one built with alternative 
technology, 5 respondents indicated they would prefer brick, and the others did not 
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provide a response.  Concerns were expressed regarding the durability of the 
alternative technology, for example,  
 
“That foundation, they just put in concrete on the floor and they built on top 
of it. They did not dig to put the foundation in the ground, it‟s above 
ground. We want a proper foundation. We are not sure how long this 
house is going to last because if strong rains come, I think it will be carried 
away”. 
 
Complaints about the material used to build the house were limited, with one 
respondent indicating that there algae was growing on the walls as a result of the 
damp, and another indicating that the walls were cracking and should have been 
painted by the contractors.  As one resident put it,  
 
“And they even had inspectors afterwards to come and look at the houses. 
When they came, I showed them the damages and how black the walls 
have gotten. The inspectors came with the people that did the plastering 
and I showed them the gaps in the roof and told them that if it rained the 
roof was going to leak. And the blackness that that lady spoke about - it‟s 
the same thing that happens at a lake after it rains, there‟s that green stuff. 
It‟s the same thing that‟s happening to our walls, they are starting to rot. 
Especially in the shower, it‟s starting to rot inside.” 
 
Given a choice of technology, 3 respondents indicated they preferred brick and none 
that they preferred alternative technologies.  One expressed the opinion that the 
advantage of the alternative technology was that houses were better insulated.  
 
Discussing their experiences of living in their houses, one resident indicated that the 
house leaked, 2 that there were problems with the sewage system, particularly 
related to the pipes, saying, 
 
“I had a problem with that house.  I had sewerage in the house. Since 
they built those houses, the sewerage has been blocked, and the pipes 
are directly next the kitchen. So I told the white contractors that I was 
working with and the plumbing people came and they told me that the 
house was built incorrectly, that it was built on top of the sewerage pipes. 
Then I reported this to the people I worked with in the project and I told 
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them what those plumbers had said, but they didn‟t listen to me, they 
didn‟t do anything”. 
 
One respondent indicated that there was no basin in the toilet, and another that they 
still did not have a geyser or electricity despite promises by authorities to provide this.  
 
Complaints had been made by 3 respondents about plumbing problems to the 
contractors and the plumbers on site, but there was no response.  
 
The response to whether beneficiaries were satisfied or dissatisfied with the 
construction process used to build their house was overwhelmingly negative, with 
one person pointing out that all were not satisfied.  Of the 7 negative responses, 4 
related to the illegal sale or theft of cement, one to the fact that inspectors did not 
follow up on problems raised, one to the fact that supervisors were unqualified and 
had no experience, and one to the fact that they had had to lend their equipment 
such as wheel barrows to the contractors, who had also used their water resulting in 
huge water bills for beneficiaries.  
 
Eight respondents indicated that they had had to do repairs to their houses in some 
cases within months of moving in.  These repairs related to plumbing, leaking pipes 
which resulted in a high water bill, and plastering.  
 
Atteridgeville 
Although there appeared to be consensus among Atteridgeville beneficiaries that 
bricks were preferable to ABT, some also pointed out the advantages of a larger 
house possible with alternative technology.  As one said,  
 
“I would have recommended it because the houses are overcrowded and 
when you had visitors, they would be cramped in the house and now, the 
rooms were bringing some form of relief because people could use them 
and they were providing us with more space.” 
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In Atteridgeville 3 people expressed concern about problems arising from rain, which 
affects the walls, resulting in white particles “coming out”.  This is presumably linked 
to the polystyrene.  As a beneficiary put it,  
 
“The rooms are sharp but the material they have used is not right, for one, 
when it rains and it rains nearly every day, there are white things that are 
coming out, they come from the walls.  If you have something heavy and 
you bump it against the way, they get bruised and that is why these walls 
are not straight, they are curvy and bumpy because they get bruised 
easily”. 
 
A further problem was burst pipes.  
 
Opinions on which type of technology would be their choice were evenly balanced, 
with 5 respondents indicating brick was their choice, and 5 preferring the alternative 
technology. A concern was expressed about the durability of the alternative 
technology. However, 2 people favored the alternative technology as it as warm in 
winter and cool in summer.   
 
Describing their experiences of living in their houses, 5 people highlighted positive 
aspects, including the good insulation.  One of these who indicated that he had not 
experienced any problems explained that he had plastered the walls and replaced 
the shower head and pipes himself.   
 
The following problems were identified: 
 Leaks were identified by 6 people, some indicating that this was between the 
frame and the door 
 Plumbing problems were raised by 5 residents 
 The basin fell off in 2 houses 
 The inability to extend the structure was raised by 2 people 
 Locks in the doors often don‟t work 
 Shower leaks 
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 Poor workmanship involving using the material (such as cement) incorrectly, 
rather than problems with the technology was recognized by one resident who 
stated,  
 
“But I can say that this technology is right, especially in winter.  The 
problem is the material and the people that were building them.  Some of 
them are wearing off, the material is crumbling.  It was the people that 
were building and the material.  In my case, I think the problem was the 
cement, I had seen these people that were working in this project selling 
cement to people in the area. If it was announced that each and every 
house was to get 10bags of cement to build these rooms, people were 
going to be aware of what was going on and they would check of what is 
used and how much, but in most cases if not all, they did not use all those 
bags because they were selling on the side.  People are wondering why 
their houses are not in good conditions, it is because of what these people 
were doing, they were robbing us and I believe that if the building was 
done accordingly, if the right amount of every material was used, we would 
not be having the problems that we are having, the cement falling off the 
walls because it was too little and now it is falling.  If everything was done 
as it should, I would recommend it. I am recommending these rooms 
because they are good if they are done right”. 
 
Four beneficiaries indicated that they had made complaints, 3 of these to the 
councilor, with the response being to fix it themselves. 
 
Beneficiaries were asked whether they were satisfied or dissatisfied with the 
construction process of their house.  There were 11 negative responses.  However, 
several of these distinguished between the technology itself and the actual process 
followed in construction, with one respondent pointing out that the technology was 
right, but the problems arose with the illegal sales of cement reducing the strength of 
cement in the construction, also mentioned by another respondent.  The use of 
unqualified builders was also raised as a problem in construction.  Other issues 
raised were more specifically related to problems such as plumbing, loose toilets etc, 
rather than to the construction process itself.  
 
Despite all the problems and complaints raised, asked if they were proud of their 
house, 5 people responded positively and none negatively.  
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Asked if they had had to do repairs to their houses, 11 beneficiaries responded that 
they had, in one case 2 weeks after building was completed, in others 2 and 3 
months afterwards and in one case 2 years later.  One person indicated that it was 
worrying to have problems so soon after completion when the structure was 
supposed to be guaranteed for 30 years.  
 
Soul City 
Soul City beneficiaries had differing views on whether they prefer alternative 
technology to brick, with one indicating that alternative technology allowed for a 
bigger house, while another felt that, 
 
“I would have chosen the bricks because this is not a real thing, this is 
made of sand… even if it was small, if it was built better, if it was 
something good then I would‟ve taken it”. 
 
Eight people in Soul City expressed unhappiness with their houses, 3 of whom felt 
they were unsafe, 2 indicating they would rebuild it themselves, one saying their 
house was cracking, and one expressing that the house was cheap.  As one person 
put it,  
 
“we are quite unhappy with this, this is s..t! I mean, most of these guys that 
occupy the recent positions in the Department of Housing7, they wouldn‟t 
be able to come and stay here. You can‟t even build a garage with this”. 
 
Describing their experiences of living the houses built with alternative technologies, 
no Soul City respondents reported on any positive experiences, and raised several 
problems.  These included the following: 
 Houses are difficult and costly to extend, and require legal assistance and title 
deeds (raised by 3 respondents) 
 Leaking (2 respondents) 
 Damp, and lack of ventilation 
 Houses are too hot in summer and smell (2 respondents) 
                                            
7
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 Houses are cold in winter 
 There are gaps in the walls which results in the house being dusty inside (2 
respondents) 
 Toilets don‟t flush 
 
Beneficiaries were asked if they had complained or provided positive feedback about 
their house, and if they had needed repairs done.  There were no indications of 
positive feedback given.  Eight residents indicated they had complained, with no 
positive reaction from authorities apart from one comment saying,  
 
“they came with green paint”. 
 
One respondent commented on corruption, 2 said there were empty promises, one 
said that he had had no response from his ward councilor after a year, and 1 said 
people come but do nothing.  Another indicated he would re-build his house.  
 
In Soul City, 7 beneficiaries indicated that they were not satisfied with the 
construction process used to build their house.  Three of these related to the fact that 
insufficient cement was used due to illegal sale of cement by contractors, 1 to the 
failure to monitor the process by authorities, and another to the fact that there was no 
brick force.   
 
Asked if they were proud of their house, 3 people responded negatively and none 
positively. 
 
Five respondents indicated that they have had to do repairs to their houses. One 
compared the construction of their houses to that of the new prison nearby, saying 
that the government spent a lot of money on the prison but did not do things properly 
in building their houses.   
 
Boikutso 
Asked whether they prefer alternative technology to brick and mortar, 2 people 
responded, indicating they preferred conventional brick and mortar. Eight people 
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indicated dissatisfaction with the material used to build their houses.  Five of these 
relate to leaks, 2 of which indicated that the wind blows through cracks, and creates 
dust problems. One person complained that the paint falls off the walls, saying, 
 
“After it has rained, I have to take my broom and sweep the water out.  The 
other thing is, I thought about painting the house again, but I did that before 
and I saw that I was really wasting my money on trying to fix this house.  
When it was raining, the water goes through the slabs, maybe they have not 
experienced it, but I have.  The water goes through the slab wall, so 
eventually after some time the paint which I painted is falling off.  So 
painting this house, eish... and the paint is so expensive,  but I told my wife 
maybe it is because we did not paint the house on the outside, maybe if we 
painted the house on the outside we would not experience that problem”. 
 
One beneficiary believes the house is asbestos and complains it has thin walls,  
 
“I live in the Asbestos houses. It is like she said, those houses is so thin you 
can hear anything through it.  If someone is in the bedroom, you can hear 
everything he is saying”. 
   
Another expressed anxiety about the foundation saying,  
 
“The one room of the house has shifted from the foundation and it seems like it is 
hanging.  The whole room is hanging loose from the foundation and that is a slab 
house.” 
 
Another respondent said,  
“They put something in that is like a sponge and when that is finished 
and it‟s raining the water is coming in.  At the roof, there is something like 
a ceiling, a shiny paper. With that shiny paper the mice are playing 
around like crazy; that is why I took mine off.  Now that it is off it is 
leaking and under water, it is coming in too much.  You have to put 
cement so that the water doesn‟t come in”. 
 
Asked whether they could indicate what the benefits of the alternative technology 
were, no-one put forward any benefits.  
 
In Boikhutso problems experienced include the following: 
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 Leaks (4 respondents), with one indicating this was from the bottom and 
related to the ground shifting 
 Not well insulated, so most people have pulled off the “shiny paper” 
 Roof lets in wind 
 Dusty 
 Walls are too thin 
 House is too small 
 The house cannot be extended 
 The window frames break 
 
Asked if they had complained or provided positive feedback about their house, 2 
residents expressed their frustration that after the elections no-one had come back to 
them to address their complaints, and one indicated that they were still waiting for the 
toilet and bath they had been promised.  
 
Of the 8 responses to the question of whether beneficiaries were satisfied or 
dissatisfied with the construction process of their house, one respondent replied 
positively saying that there were different contractors in the area, and in her case 
they “did a good job”.  However, the 7 negative responses related to unqualified and 
drunk builders, poor workmanship, no building inspector, theft of cement and bricks 
by the contractors, having no plaster and the fact that the material used differed from 
that in the show-house.  As a respondent indicated,  
 
“They came and showed us the “Show house” with the type of material 
that it‟s built with, but when they built the houses it was not with the 
material they showed the people or the “Show house” they showed the 
people”. 
 
It is important that, if people are shown show-houses and expect to receive a house 
of similar materials and quality, that is the case.  
 
Weltevrede Valley 
Thirteen negative responses regarding how people felt about the material used to 
build their houses were received in Weltevrede Valley.  Three of these related to the 
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fact that beneficiaries believe the slabs can burn, 3 related to the foundation, with 
one person expressing concern that there is no foundation, one feeling the house is 
unstable and unbalanced, and one indicating that the ground is moving and the 
house will be swept away.  Two concerns related to the polystyrene with one saying 
it causes the door to bulge, 2 people indicated that the house offered no protection 
from the cold and heat and it felt as if they were outside, and one raising concern 
about mould growing on the walls as it is wet all the time.  
 
One respondent indicated that, 
 
“When you lean your bed against the wall, the walls go wobbly; they are 
unstable because they are rained in and that weakens them”. 
  
Asked what type of building technology they would prefer if they had a choice, one 
respondent indicated conventional bricks, one said they did not want alternative 
technology, and 2 responded that they would rather live in a shack than in a structure 
built with the alternative technology.  Asked what the benefits of the alternative 
technology are, the only response was that there were none. 
 
Asked to describe their experiences of living the houses built with alternative 
technologies, Weltevrede Valley residents raised numerous problems, with the 2 
positive comments being that they had a roof over their heads and increased privacy 
when using the toilet than was the case when they lived in the forest (although 
someone else indicated that the toilet they were provided had little privacy).   
 
Problems raised include the following: 
 
 Houses are cold in winter and hot in summer (raised by 6 residents) 
 Houses leak, are wet, smell and have damp and mould (raised by 6 residents) 
 Doors “suck in water”, bulge and stick 
 Steam runs down the walls 
 Blocked toilets (raised by 3 residents) 
 Wind comes in through the joints (raised by 2 residents) 
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Several residents indicated that problems were so bad that people had moved out, 
particularly a number of disabled people, with one resident saying she had moved 
out to be in a shack.  One indicated serious problems with the slab, saying,  
 
“It is worse when you go to Samora, a street for disabled people was 
made, the disabled are really getting hurt and it is because of these slabs.  
These slabs were built by dumb people and they are worse.  If I‟m not 
mistaken, there are about 7 people that have already left the place for 
good. A person would rather give the slab to somebody else than to leave 
it without anyone living in it.  Some give it to their family members and 
some to total strangers because they cannot cope living in these 
conditions”. 
 
Beneficiaries were asked if they had complained or provided positive feedback about 
their house.  Five responses were made, one indicating that complaints had been 
made to “committees”, one to “housing department officials” who “came but did 
nothing”, one who said they would come back but “are still coming”, and one who 
said there had been no response.  One beneficiary captured the general frustration 
by saying,  
 
“When they got it in, the rains arrived.  Problems started and we were told 
that they would come back.  The inspectors used to say, “we cannot 
complete the contract” but we kept on telling our problems.  True to their 
words they came and they listened, they listened and they listened, we 
were voicing our discomforts into an empty vessel because nothing was 
done”. 
 
Asked whether they were satisfied or not with the construction process of their 
house, one respondent indicated positively, saying there was no problem with the 
process, while another repeated concerns raised by a number of beneficiaries in 
other areas that there were illegal sales of cement by contractors with negative 
consequences for the structure.  
 
There was a consensus that none of the beneficiaries was proud of their house.  As 
one respondent elaborated,  
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“you cannot be proud and unhappy.  You are proud because you are a 
happy person.  When you leave your home, you feel that you are from a 
home, you are proud of, you go out of the house and stand at a distance 
and look all over your house and feel, yes, this is it, you have your arms on 
your waist and you feel proud. We cannot strike that pose when you are a 
living in a place like ours. We are the same in many ways with the people 
that are living in the forest.  You cannot strike a pose and be standing next 
to a shack or living in a sail in the forest.” 
 
Four beneficiaries responded that they had needed repairs done to their houses.  
One pointed out that he had been told that was his responsibility but he was unable 
to pay for repairs,  
 
“they say that is your responsibility, see for yourself, get someone to sort 
that problem. How do you do that when you are not working, how are you 
going to hire someone to sort that when you have nothing for your own 
house?  If you do not have means to get someone to help you, you will be 
stuck with that situation forever.  If your family member or friend does not 
come to help, you are in real trouble because they are not going to help 
you.  They say hire, get someone to solve that problem and you are not 
working, so, how are you going to pay that person that is going to solve the 
blocked toilet.  Come month end, they want the rental money”. 
 
Lubala 
Numerous complaints were raised by respondents when asked how they felt about 
the material used to build their houses, although 3 respondents said they were happy 
or satisfied.  One respondent had mixed feelings, indicating, 
 
“I am just grateful that they built a house for me, at winter it becomes 
warmer. My problem is just the falling wall”. 
 
Two respondents indicated they were not satisfied but did not specify a reason for 
this. The main concern is about the durability and strength of the walls, with the 
common perception being that they are not strong enough and will not last.  Two 
beneficiaries felt the houses would not last 3 years, and one that it would not last 10 
years. Overall, 14 people expressed concern over strength, the walls and durability.  
One respondent indicated the house leaked, and one indicated unhappiness with the 
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use of plastic in construction, although it is not clear how this was used.  Two 
respondents captured these concerns with 1 saying,  
 
“We can‟t even leave our children to inherit these houses as by the time 
we die nothing will be left of them”, and “if a child leans on against the wall 
the whole house shakes.” 
 
In Lubala 3 respondents indicated that they would prefer brick a house built with 
conventional bricks and not the one built with alternative technology.  One person 
pointed out that the houses built using alternative technology required constant repair 
and are not in a “satisfying condition”.  Another elaborated, saying, 
 
“we are used to houses made of bricks and they are strong, we are not 
used to houses built of paper and the wind blows these houses away”. 
 
Describing their experience of living in these houses, 3 residents raised concerns 
about the houses‟ strength, with one indicating that the houses “tear apart” and 
another that they leak. 
 
Four beneficiaries responded to the question of whether they had complained or 
provided positive feedback about their house, with one indicating that the house had 
not been officially handed over, one saying they had reported problems to the 
Housing department8, one indicating that despite the fact that contractors returned to 
address problems, they were never successfully resolved, and one saying, 
 
“when it starts tearing I would call them, they are always around. 
Sometimes they come on their own.” 
 
Two responses were received to the question of whether beneficiaries were satisfied 
or not with the construction process followed in building their houses.  One 
respondent indicated that houses were not solid while another felt that the poles were 
put up quickly, saying,  
 
                                            
8
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“they are still shaking and people are told to move in”. 
 
Seven beneficiaries had had repairs needed on their houses.  In 4 cases this was 
tiles blowing away, in 2 of which authorities fixed the problem. 
 
Ngqeleni 
Unlike respondents in Lubala, those in Ngqeleni were generally satisfied with the 
material used to build their houses.  One beneficiary‟s response again highlights the 
fact that some people were happy to receive any type of house,  
 
“I have a place to lay my head… I have a place”. 
 
One person said that there was no problem with the houses.  Another respondent 
indicated that the structure was strong, while 1 person said that the doors were solid 
and she felt safe inside her house.  Another respondent liked the windows, and 1 
respondent said that the roof was a quality roof.   
  
Despite not having experienced problems with the houses, when asked what type of 
technology they would prefer if they had the choice, 4 respondents chose 
conventional brick and only 2 were happy with the alternative technology.  
 
Beneficiaries were asked if they had complained or provided positive feedback about 
their house, and if they had needed repairs done.  One respondent indicated he had 
had no complaints.  Another said that if you complain to Phillip, who cares, he comes 
to help with doors, windows, guttering, keys and taps, but provided no indication of 
what position Phillip held.  One resident said that there was no response to 
complaints so “you end up fixing things yourself”, another had complained to the 
councilor and builder, and 2 others indicated they had had complaints. 
 
Beneficiaries indicated that they were not satisfied with the construction process 
followed in building their houses.  One pointed out that contractors left the site very 
untidy, with tools and dangerous chemicals lying around, and had contaminated the 
water, and another that, because different contractors were used for different stages 
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of the building, there was a wait between contractors when the building got damaged 
by rain.  
 
In summary, although many complaints were raised about their ABT houses, many of 
these did not relate to the technology used to construct the house itself, but to other 
issues such as plumbing.  Undoubtedly most respondents seem to prefer a 
conventional brick and mortar house if they had the choice.  However, they 
understand the constraints related to this and the pressure to deliver large numbers 
of houses quickly.   
 
Problems raised around the construction process include poor supervision, unskilled 
workers and incorrect use of materials (particularly cement).   Issues which do seem 
to be related to the technology according to respondents include damp and flaking 
walls, leaking relating to the foundation, cracks and thin walls leading to a lack of 
privacy, poor insulation in some projects (e.g. Weltevrede Valley and Soul City), an 
inability to extend the house, and concerns over durability particularly in Lubala.  The 
fact that some respondents believe their houses to be built using asbestos is of 
concern.  Respondents in Soul City seemed particularly dissatisfied, and were not 
able to cite any positive experiences of ABT. A commonly cited advantage of the 
ABT house is insulation. 
 
iv. Community and beneficiary involvement and employment 
Beneficiaries were asked what their involvement in the construction of their house 
had been, whether the project had been able to generate income for anyone in their 
household or the community, and whether the project had assisted in creating jobs in 
the community.  
 
Zola backyard upgrading 
Three respondents indicated that they had worked on the project, with one indicating  
 
“I was in everything, I was spraying, I started as a cleaner just like 
everyone else, we did the foundation”. 
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Asked if the project had generated an income for anyone in their household, one 
respondent was involved in catering for workers. 
 
At a community level, the issue of employment seems to have been controversial, 
with several respondents indicating that only a few jobs had been created and most 
of these were for people in Zola 1 and not in Zola 3.   One respondent alluded to the 
fact that only unskilled workers were used,  
 
“They employed our children to work and they do not have any knowledge; 
the only people who had knowledge were those Boers who knew what 
was supposed to be done here”. 
 
Kaalfontein 
Five respondents in Kaalfontein indicated that they had been involved in the project, 
one pouring concrete, one working on a contract, one building and 2 monitoring the 
progress of the construction of their houses, with one saying, 
 
“it is not that I was controlling but I was telling them that here you can do 
like this and there you can do like that.  You must do like this for it to be 
like that, you see?” 
 
When specifically asked whether they or someone in their household had earned an 
income from the project, 6 people responded positively, with 1 indicating he had been 
a foreman, 1 involved in roofing and pin filling, 1 in board making, 1 in carpentry and 
1 in plumbing. 
 
Mamelodi 
One Mamelodi respondent was involved as a sub-contractor in plastering on the 
project, while another had a closed corporation and therefore was involved as a sub-
contractor in the project. 
 
Atteridgeville 
Several respondents indicated that they were involved in monitoring the building of 
their houses, with one indicating, 
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“I was watching all the time because this was my place and I have to see 
what was happening and I would comment when they were putting things 
incorrectly”. 
 
However, none indicated that they or anyone in their household had earned an 
income from the project.  At a community level, on the other hand, one respondent 
believed jobs had been created in plumbing.  
 
Soul City 
In Soul City, some community members were taken for training and were involved in 
the construction of the project, as discussed earlier.  Although one respondent 
indicated that jobs had been created on the project, he did not elaborate.  
 
Weltevrede Valley 
Weltevrede Valley residents indicated that it was rare for any beneficiary to have 
earned an income from the project. One respondent said they had worked on the 
project but not been paid.  A positive outcome noted, however, was that an office had 
been left behind, and was available for someone from the community to use, on a 5 
year rotational basis. 
 
Beneficiaries did indicate that members of the community had been involved and had 
learned various skills,  
 
“to an extent that the contract that was digging, putting in pipes, grading 
and building of roads, they were the ones that hired most people, even the 
plumbers, people benefited from that contractor.  The whole thing went 
awry when the slabs were started. They took a lot of people from the 
community, the plumbers and some of them were sent to get skilled and 
they came back to work in the contract.  A lot of people learned a lot from 
that contractor.” 
 
Lubala 
Lubala beneficiaries indicated that they had not been involved in the project at all. 
However, when specifically asked if they or a member of their household had earned 
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an income from the project, one respondent indicated they had been involved in the 
construction.  
 
Ngqeleni 
Asked whether the project had generated income for the household, one disgruntled 
respondent in Ngqeleni indicated that she had cooked for 16 people and was 
supposed to have been paid R20 per person but has not been paid,  
“even to this day I ask them for my money and they say it‟s coming 
granny, it‟s coming”. 
 
However another pointed out that at a community level, contractors had used a list of 
unemployed people from the village as much as possible.  
 
In summary, the level of beneficiary involvement in the project varied as did 
respondents‟ opinions on the desirability of having local people employed on ABT 
projects. In some cases such as Zola, respondents had worked on the project, while 
in others, such as Atterdigeville, beneficiary participation in the project meant 
monitoring the building of their houses.   
 
v. Recommendations from beneficiaries 
Beneficiaries were asked to give recommendations for future projects. Responses 
related to the consultation and education process, the construction process and 
some highlighted specific issues related to the technology or structure itself. 
 
Issues related to the consultation process 
Beneficiaries made the following recommendations related to the process followed 
prior to the onset of the project:  
 
 It was suggested that a show-house be built as a pilot where potential 
beneficiaries could give feedback about the layout and recommend changes. 
 Further it was recommended that a show house should be built and observed 
for a full year, through seasonal changes, to check how it performed in all 
weather conditions. Other respondents recommended that 2 show-houses be 
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built, one using ABT and another using conventional technology so potential 
beneficiaries could see the difference and make a more informed decision.   
 
Issues related to the construction process 
Respondents recommended the following:  
 
 Given the challenges experienced with inexperienced builders, respondent 
recommended that innovators must not use sub-contractors as they do not 
have experience in using the technology. In this case, the discussion 
highlighted the difference between the actual technology used and the quality 
of the construction process followed,  
“And they must stop giving people sub contracts. When they go to areas 
they don‟t know, especially those that don‟t have councilors, they don‟t do 
things properly. The houses in D1, they are done properly, they are so 
strong. [they are built with] this same material. They did the best job for 
them and they don‟t have this green stuff that we have. They used the 
right cement, they did a perfect job. It is because that is where the 
councilor lives. That‟s the only reason”. 
 
 Beneficiaries also indicated that it was necessary to have more advice on how 
to extend their homes, and that having a central office where beneficiaries 
could follow up would be very useful. The need for more effective monitoring 
was also highlighted by several respondents.  This included a suggestion that 
the prospective occupants be asked to monitor the construction of their 
homes,  
“The people that are going to own those rooms are the ones that 
should do the monitoring.  They should not bring their own monitor 
because they are not going to do the right thing” and “The people that 
are living there should be the ones that are taking care of that, in the 
case of the cements, if they are to use 25 bags of cement, the people 
in that house should be accountable of that, they should know and see 
that each bag is used for the building in their house and in that way, 
there will not be these problems we are seeing.” 
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 Despite that respondents felt strongly about the use of unqualified builders, 
they still held that local labour should be used. Beneficiaries suggested that 
members of the community should be used on site as much as possible, 
feeling that they would be more likely to work properly in their own community 
as they would be accountable to the community in the event of any problems. 
As one participant elaborated,  
“Before they did all this, they should have [found] out from the community 
of the people that were not working, take them for training and then use 
them to build. I mean, who would not take that opportunity and we know 
that they would not be perfect but they would have done something much 
better compared to this.  Some of the people working there said they were 
from Springs, so you can understand that if a person comes from Springs 
and works here, there is not much care or worry if he makes something 
wrong, he is not from here”. 
 
 Beneficiaries also highlighted the need for greater supervision of construction, 
and for one person who coordinates all aspect of the work, ensuring the site is 
kept neat etc.  
 
Issues related to the actual structure or technology used 
With regard to the actual structure and technology, beneficiaries recommended the 
following: 
 Most beneficiaries recommended brick houses, with one relating to how to 
improve the use of the ABT, saying,  
“If they continue with these cardboards then they must make the 
foundation very strong and plaster the walls well”. 
 
 The need to put in ventilators in the houses as currently some of the houses 
were built without. 
 Plastering and painting the structure9.  
 Beneficiaries also felt that there is a need to improve the plumbing issues 
                                            
9
 Zola structures are given to beneficiaries already plastered and painted 
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 Beneficiaries also indicated that they wanted houses that have toilets inside 
the house as having to use outside toilets resulted in increased vulnerability to 
crime and rape.   
5.2.2 Potential beneficiaries 
i. Length of stay in area 
The length of time potential beneficiaries had stayed in their area ranged from an 
average of 46.7 years in Mamelodi, to only 8.2 years in Kaalfontein, with residents 
from Mamelodi, Atteridgeville, Zola North and Zola 2 having lived in their area on 
average more than 28 years, while those in Club 2000, Weltevrede Valley, 
Kaalfontein and Mahala have lived in their areas for less than 12 years on average.  
The table below shows the average length of stay and the range of length of stay 
residents in each area. 
Name of area Range of length of stay of 
focus group respondents  
Average length 
of stay  
Zola North 7 – 52 years 36.9 years 
Mamelodi 20 – 59 years 46.7 years 
Club 2000 3 – 15 years 11.1 years 
Kaalfontein 2 – 12 years 8.2 years 
Mahala 4 – 22 years 13.3 years 
Weltevrede Valley Indicated that they had all lived there 7 years 
Lubala Indicated that they were born there, but not what 
year 
Ngqeleni Indicated that they were born there, but not what 
year 
 
ii. Quality of life in the area 
Several questions were asked relating to the quality of life of people living in each 
area.  These included asking what the area is like to live in, to indicate one factor 
they would like to change about the area, and their level of satisfaction with services. 
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In Zola 2, when asked what their area is like to live in, respondents highlighted lack of 
basic services, major problems with poor water run-off, no job opportunities, and the 
need for pavements, robots, a hall, library and swimming pool.  Although there is a 
mall, transportation to it is difficult.  However, one resident gave a positive 
description, saying  
“there are malls around the area...life in Zola is just right”. 
Issues raised in relation to satisfaction with services include electricity outages, water 
cuts and poor refuse collection. If they had to change one thing in their area, 
residents would like better maintained streets, speed humps, pavements, street 
lights, better drainage, improved cleanliness, parks and a 2-roomed house to be 
given to everyone. 
Similarly, in Zola North, lack of facilities such as sports fields, parks, halls, and banks, 
as well as poor water run-off were raised as issues.  Globes are not replaced in 
street lights and vegetation in open sites is not cleared.  Crime is also a problem.  
One resident said “life is difficult” while another said “nothing is good at Zola”.  Issues 
raised in relation to satisfaction with services include sewage blockages, electricity 
cuts, and water pipe breakages. 
Asked what one thing they would change, residents of Zola North indicated paving, 
drainage, increased access to water, and disabled access to Shoprite. 
 Kaalfontein residents provided detailed descriptions of life in their area.  Apart from 
the commonly raised issues of crime and safety, concern over health and rodents, 
access to water, poor sanitation, lack of privacy, overcrowding and fire hazards, and 
lack of refuse removal, more than in any other area, Kaalfontein residents raised the 
issue of waiting for subsidy housing.  A number of residents indicated that they had 
had their names on the waiting list for several years (in one case 10 years), had 
applied for a housing subsidy and been issued with the required forms, and 
expressed frustration at the lack of progress with one saying,  
“when there‟s a new Director at Housing at Region 8, he deploys the 
official. The official comes to count us, and writes numbers and we even 
have hope. Next time, it‟s no longer this official, it‟s another one. He sends 
other ones that we also don‟t know to count people again, then we have 
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hope. Then a new Director comes again and he sends the other ones, the 
same. Like we feel as though we are just being counted like cattle in the 
kraal, but there are no changes. It‟s like maybe we are needed during 
voting time and during voting time, the government knows that there are 
people who stay at Mzabalazong, but during another time, it‟s bad”. 
Kaalfontein residents expressed their disappointment that outsiders were apparently 
going to be allocated new housing in their area, saying, 
“We were surprised when we saw 2 people coming in from nowhere. We 
were expecting that development, we are sitting here and they are 
developing next to us. Obviously, we are thinking some of us will occupy 
the houses”.… “We hear that they will be occupied by people who are not 
from here. Some people come from wherever they come from and it is 
causing us to clash with one another because we want to know how you 
got the stand even though you didn‟t zabalaza10  although I zabalazed. … 
but with government , there‟s always policy, always policy. I don‟t know if 
anything is ever going to be done”. 
 
Asked to change one thing in their area, Kaalfontein residents overwhelmingly said 
they wanted housing.  In addition they would like to reduce the levels of corruption by 
councillors, and increased access to electricity. 
In Mamelodi and Atteridgeville the most commonly cited problem of life in the area 
was crime, with residents in both areas relating this to the prevalence of taverns, 
drug problems and foreigners.  In Atteridgeville the only other issue raised was the 
difficulty in finding the councillor, whereas in Mamelodi corrupt police, poor refuse 
collection, open ditches, dumping and high rents were also mentioned. Asked what 
one thing they would like changed in their area, Atteridgeville residents indicated 
improved services and jobs, while Mamelodi residents focused on the need to 
demolish the hostels and replace them with family homes, the need to remove 
shacks and the foreigners who live in them, and the need to address the drug 
(nyaope) problem, which they felt was promoted by foreigners.  In addition, fixing the 
roads, and stopping dumping were raised.  Issues raised in relation to satisfaction 
with services include the need to improve access to electricity.  However, one 
                                            
10
 To struggle 
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resident expressed satisfaction that residents received a water subsidy to the tune of 
6000 litres free per month.  
Residents of Club 2000 also mentioned crime most often, linking this to taverns, the 
lack of facilities, the fact that children often did not attend school, and high 
unemployment.  One resident noted that, 
“here in 2000 if you‟re a girl, maybe at 15 year old, you must have a child. 
If you don‟t have a child you‟re nobody. If you‟re a boy and you haven‟t 
been to jail, then you‟re nobody. 
Delays in service delivery were also raised as problems, as were the distances to 
travel to the police station and post office.   
Like residents in Kaalfontein, Club 2000 residents expressed unhappiness at the 
length of time it has taken for them to get a house, with one explaining, 
“For a long time, it‟s been years. In 2003 I believe, they were saying that 
my subsidy has for a long time been approved but the house was given to 
whomever. How do you do something like that? So we feel like we‟re 
being neglected. Sometimes when people come here like you, I say that 
I‟m tired of this now, but because I‟m inquisitive, I like to know what‟s going 
on and to know about new developments and what has changed and all 
that. So sometimes I give up and decide that I no longer want to come and 
listen to these talks about improvement, but I also want a chance to say 
what I feel”. 
 
Issues raised in relation to satisfaction with services include burst water pipes and 
frequent electricity cuts.  Asked what one thing they would like changed in their area, 
Club 2000 residents would like to reduce the number of taverns, the fact that 
underage children frequent them, and teenage pregnancies, reduce crime, and build 
a recreation centre. 
Mahala Park residents raised numerous problems associated with life in their area, 
often expressing anger at the conditions.  Problems include no water, electricity, very 
few taps, the continued use of a bucket system which is not emptied frequently, 
associated health concerns, overcrowding, and the lack of public phones.  Two 
residents referred to their frustration at repeated empty promises made by politicians. 
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Issues raised in relation to satisfaction with services include generally poor services, 
sewage problems, problems with access to water, and poor transport access. 
Asked to identify one thing they would like changed in their area, Mahala residents 
said houses to be built, access to electricity, sanitation, water and improved 
infrastructure.  
Extreme poverty was the major problem experienced by those living in Lubala, along 
with a struggle to access water, and no electricity. Improved access to water was 
identified as the top priority to change in their area, with an urgent need for water 
tanks.   
In Ngqeleni the major problem experienced by residents relates to transportation.  
They need a bridge and roads in order to provide access to transport housing 
construction materials to the sites.  In addition, the existing toilets are “a disaster” and 
in a state of disrepair, there is some crime and the water tank is not working properly.  
One resident indicated that, 
“the mayor only calls us when he wants something from us”,  
while another felt that they are the “forgotten people”. 
While generally satisfied with the fact that services had improved, outstanding issues 
raised in relation to satisfaction with services include roads access, electricity 
blackouts, toilets and limited water supply. As one resident put it,  
“We are saying we are grateful for what we have because it is better than 
being out there in the cold, living in the forest.  Our complaint is that it is 
not strong enough and that is why it easily, quickly goes. So, we ask that 
we are given better and stronger electricity.  The main problem is with the 
sub-station here. Secondly, we were grateful of having toilets because we 
were scared of being eaten by snake but now, the toilets built by the toilet 
contractors are now falling”. 
 
Asked to identify one thing they would most like changed in their area, residents of 
Ngqeleni indicated schools, roads, a clinic, a bridge and taps.  However, the need for 
houses was most commonly expressed, with one person saying,  
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“There‟s one thing for me ma‟m, if the government can speed up the 
process of building these houses. We are envious of our neighbours; we 
cannot wait.  These houses are beautiful; we also want to have our own 
houses.  People are sleeping in trees because they have nowhere else to 
sleep, people are living under harsh conditions, and life is cruel to most 
people here.” 
 
In summary, life in each of the areas from which potential beneficiaries were selected 
is difficult, although some respondents had positive comments to make. Concerns 
relate to lack of services or amenities, lack of housing and jobs, poor maintenance, 
the prevalence of taverns and crime and corruption.  In Kaalfontein a major issue 
raised was the wait for subsidised housing.  In Mamelodi and Atterdigeville concerns 
over the negative impact of foreign nationals were raised. In Ngqeleni a major 
problem is poor access and the need for improved transportation.  
 
iii. Perceptions and experiences of alternative building technologies 
Several questions were asked to assess participants‟ perception and knowledge of 
ABT.  These included how familiar they are with the term ABT, whether they were 
familiar with any ABT, how they feel about the use of ABT in housing, what they had 
heard about the ABT material, which they would choose, ABT or conventional 
construction technology, why they thought ABT projects were implemented, what the 
benefits of ABT are, what complaints they have heard about ABT, and whether they 
thought residents of ABT houses were proud of their houses. 
Residents of Zola North were most familiar with the term ABT, with 1 indicating she 
had seen it on TV, 2 having heard they used it overseas (one in the US where it 
could withstand storms and tornados), and 2 having only now seen it for the first 
time.  One of these respondents indicated that she was scared of it, and another 
expressed concerns about its safety. 
Asked whether they were familiar with any particular type of ABT, 1 respondent 
indicated polystyrene, while 3 pointed out that logs, cement and mud, sometimes 
used in rural areas, is a form of ABT.  
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In Zola 2, 3 residents were familiar with the concept of ABT, all describing 
polystyrene panels. Asked to name particular forms of ABT, one respondent 
identified precast but said it had failed as it was colder than brick, another indicated 
ceiling material, and one described wood technology imported from the US which has 
been used in Dobsonville, but is dangerous as it burns. 
Asked if they were familiar with the term ABT, only 2 residents in Atteridgeville knew 
of polystyrene technology and one in Weltevrede Valley who knew of slabs.  Three 
Mamelodi residents could name an ABT, one indicating that people overseas lived in 
ABT houses, one naming white cardboard, and one saying that ABT meant no 
plaster, just rough guard. No-one in Lubala named a form of ABT, indicating they 
were unfamiliar with it.  Similarly 3 people in Ngqeleni said they did not know of ABT, 
one of whom was concerned houses built using ABT would not be strong.  One 
resident in Club 2000 was aware of a problem with cracks in ABT houses, and one in 
Kaalfontein knew of mistakes with the cement and the roof.   
Common responses to why projects using ABT are implemented were given across 
most groups.  These included to reduce overcrowding, reduce shacks and neaten 
areas, because is quicker and cheaper. Of interest is the fact that perceptions about 
the reduced costs of ABT often related to the tender and procurement process, with 
the impression that contractors used ABT as it is cheaper, they employed low cost 
labour and therefore were able to make substantial profits at the expense of 
government and the poor.  
Asked about the benefits of a house built with ABT as opposed to conventional 
technology, responses across all groups indicated that they would like to get a 
house, rather than related specifically to the technology used.  For example, in Zola 
2, people indicated they would be able to earn an income from the backyard 
buildings.  Respondents in most areas commented on the fact that houses would 
reduce overcrowding, remove shacks, make the area neater, and give residents 
larger yards (the last advantage being specific to Weltevrede Valley).  The only 
advantage cited that related to the technology used (by a potential beneficiary in Zola 
North) was that it allowed for bigger houses. 
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Despite the fact that these were only potential beneficiaries, there had been some 
levels of consultation and education in some projects, presumably related to the fact 
that they were located close to existing ABT projects.   Comparing the responses 
given to the issue of community involvement in ABT projects, respondents in Zola 
North indicated that they had been told to go to the office to view papers to “show 
themselves” the buildings, but had not been told that these would not be built using 
brick.  Other groups who indicated some level of consultation were Mahala Park 
potential beneficiaries, where there was a show house, and Kaalfontein, where 
potential beneficaries indicated they had been shown the alternative technology and 
indicated they would prefer brick.   
Given that these focus groups were with potential beneficiaries, of particular interest 
is how acceptable ABT is likely to be to these respondents and what their concerns 
are.  The following discussion addresses this in some detail by area. 
 
Zola 2 
Asked how they felt about the use of ABT for houses, 2 Zola 3 participants indicated 
they were happy with it.  Three people were concerned about poor workmanship and 
hiring unqualified people who did not have sufficient knowledge of the material.  
Three people questioned the strength of ABT houses, with one asking if there was a 
guarantee as would be the case with bricks, and 2 felt they were of poor quality.  One 
person considered ABT houses to be temporary structures.  She indicated that she 
did not want that “for the time-being thing”.  Also relating to the technology itself, one 
resident was worried about the roof, saying,  
“And the roof, I am not sure of how to put it but it is something that amazes 
me. It is foil like; I am not sure of what is up there.  It makes a “fohlo-fohlo” 
sound, I am not happy with that.  I am just wondering what it is that they 
have inside there. I am just guessing, maybe they have sawdust. I really 
do not know and I will only know when they do it for me if that happens.  I 
want it because I have no means of building for myself”. 
 
Another potential beneficiary reflected a common concern of both beneficiaries and 
potential beneficiaries around the foundation, saying that, 
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“On the issue of foundation, I would ask people to be free, that thing is 
guaranteed more than a trench.  You see a trench, that is, when you dig 
and pour in concrete, this slab is guaranteed.  The flats that are built today 
are using the very same slabs, yes, this is quality.” 
 
Asked what they had heard about the ABT material, 3 residents had seen the sample 
house built in Zola 1.  There appears to have been some consultation with potential 
beneficiaries, with 3 people indicating they had heard meetings advertised on the 
radio, and another 3 having attended meetings. One person had heard the basin falls 
off inside the house, and another potential beneficiary said that “it is just cardboard” 
and burns. 
Offered a choice between ABT and conventional building materials, 9 people in Zola 
2 specified that they would choose bricks and 4 that they would not choose ABT.  
One person said that they would accept ABT as it was a gift, while another said they 
would have to accept ABT as they had nothing.  One respondent pointed out that,  
“We cannot choose it because we do not know it.  We do not know of 
anyone that has lived with this technology and is happy.  We do not have 
anyone that has come upfront to say, I vouch for this technology, it is 
good.  I have said and I am still saying, I was born here 42 years ago and 
the house is still standing, it is built with bricks”. 
 
One of complaints raised about the ABT houses being built to replace shacks was 
that, in some cases, this reduced the number of structures in the backyard (one 
person indicated that he had heard of 3 shacks which had now been replaced by 2 
new ABT rooms, resulting in greater overcrowding in each shack than before).  One 
respondent indicated that he thought that beneficiaries are proud to live in their ABT 
house. 
 
Zola North 
Four Zola North residents indicated that they were happy with the use of ABT in 
housing, while another 4 indicated they were not happy with the polystyrene 
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technology used. Three expressed concerns about the strength of the structures 
using ABT.  
People in the area had heard quite a bit about the ABT material.  Six people knew 
that you should not use a heater or cook inside the room, with one indicating that this 
would melt the walls.  Two of these people had heard that you could cook, but only in 
the middle of the room.  Two respondents had heard that houses were very hot in 
summer and cold in winter, while 2 had heard that they were small.  One positive 
comment was that there was a shower and toilet inside, although one person had 
heard that the shower leaks.  One person raised concerns about not being able to 
extend the house, and one that they used inexperienced people in construction.   
Complaints residents had heard about ABT houses were that they had a poor 
foundation with water rising into the house, were too small, and had leaking toilets 
and showers. Asked whether they would choose ABT or conventional building 
materials if they had a choice, a total of 26 comments were made11.  Of these, 8 
respondents clearly supported bricks.  Eight respondents from Zola North were 
adamant against the polystyrene ABT referring to it as (not these “card boards” or 
“fridge boxes”.  The only residents who did not have a problem with the technology 
expressed that it was a gift, suggesting that if they had the financial means to choose 
the house they wanted they would not choose the ABT house.  Seven people alluded 
to the fact that the process of registering for a house implied they had accepted the 
ABT, and therefore they had no choice.  One of the respondents showed his 
disapproval of ABT saying that if all government can offer is ABT houses he would 
rather not register for a subsidy house. A key issue raised in this group was concerns 
over the strength of the ABT material, with some discussion over the fact that a spear 
could easily be driven through the walls.  One respondent was clear that, as long as 
good quality materials were used, he had no problems with ABT. 
Although one resident felt that people accepted their houses, 4 indicated they did not 
think existing beneficiaries feel proud to live in ABT houses. 
 
                                            
11
 Multiple responses to this question were possible 
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Kaalfontein 
Six Kaalfontein respondents indicated they were not happy with using ABT in 
housing, specifying concerns about leaking roofs, cold, damp from the floor, the 
safety of the structure, and the inability to extend the house.  
With regard to what they had heard about the ABT, respondents indicated they heard 
that the plan was right, but that there were problems with the roofing, leaking and that 
such houses couldn‟t be extended.   
Asked which they would prefer as a building material, ABT or conventional materials, 
9 people specified they would prefer brick, one that ABT has gaps at the joints, and 1 
person said they would not choose ABT indicating that,  
“We cannot defend this alternative technology because we would be 
punishing other people that don‟t know about it, because this started here 
and we didn‟t know at first that it would be like this, but now we know and 
we would not recommend it to anyone”. 
 
In response to whether they felt beneficiaries are proud to live in their ABT house, 3 
respondents replied no, while one said some are and some aren‟t.  
 
Mamelodi 
In Mamelodi one resident indicated they were not happy using ABT in housing, 
saying, 
“They never do a perfect job so if they did a perfect job we could say that 
at this particular place it‟s strong but that one isn‟t. But they are all like 
that, the ones that we have seen are like that, because we don‟t have 
them right”.  
 
Two people said they would opt for brick if given a choice between ABT and 
conventional materials, with 1 explaining that,  
“I would choose bricks because it‟s what I know. I can‟t choose that, I don‟t 
have any surety of its strength”. 
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Another responded elaborated that an ABT house would be acceptable given that 
they cannot afford any house,  
“I would choose bricks but this house would still be helpful. So we would 
appreciate them because we cannot afford to build even those brick ones”. 
One respondent said that if ABT was fast to build, they would like it.  
Asked what people had heard about the ABT, 1 person heard that the houses were 
well insulated, and 2 respondents heard that they had strong foundations, although 
one of them indicated that the “paper things” were then built on top. Three 
respondents heard that pipes leak, with a respondent explaining, 
“They don‟t put them in properly and you have to hire someone to come and 
fix them.” 
One respondent heard that there were problems with baths and showers.   
Potential beneficiaries felt existing beneficiaries did not feel proud to live in ABT 
houses. 
 
Atteridgeville 
In Atteridgeville responses to how they felt about using ABT in housing were 
generally positive.  Five respondents were positive, and another indicated that using 
ABT facilitated quick delivery with a whole street of houses being able to be built in a 
few days.   
One respondent indicated that,  
“It makes sense when you tell me that the Government knew that these 
people are using alternative technologies meaning that they were getting rid 
of the shacks so that when the tourists come, they would say it is either 
Pretoria is very beautiful and does not have the shacks.” 
 
Another touched on the fact that, while the group was pointing out problems, the 
houses were acceptable, saying, 
Dept of Human Settlements, 2011  Understanding Beneficiary Perceptions of Alternative Building Technologies 
 
116 
 
“It is a nice house, well you know we are people, we have to complain 
because we never stop talking, but when you look at them they are all 
right”. 
 
Only 2 concerns were expressed, one regarding safety saying there is no foundation, 
and another saying the structures seem temporary, 
“the Government was just building these houses. They were not doing the 
quality thing. They just built them temporary”. 
.   
Asked what they had heard about ABT, a potential beneficiary indicated that in Cape 
Town most houses were built using ABT, another that there was a need to reduce 
shacks for the World Cup and another heard there was a need to give tourists 
accommodation.  Two people had heard the material used was like that used to 
protect fridges (polystyrene), one said he had been told about it at a meeting, and 
one had heard that ABT houses were fine.   
Despite the fact that there were a number of positive comments made about ABT, 
asked to indicate if they would choose ABT or conventional materials, respondents 
indicated that they would choose conventional brick and mortar.   
The main complaint 3 residents had heard about ABT was that there was no damp 
course, which led to problems.  One of these respondents elaborated, saying 
“I see from my next door neighbor, when it is raining they move from the 
rooms to the house. Water is coming through; they should dig the ground 
and make a step.  If they can make a proper foundation and put the damp 
course as my brother says, it would be a proper house.” 
 
Another indicated that the water comes from  
“Underneath because there is no damp course”, 
explaining that damp course is, 
“The black plastic that they use in the foundation, that house does not have a 
foundation.  So, water is coming through because it does not have damp course”. 
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In addition one person had heard that the ABT houses leaked, one that there were 
plumbing problems and one that the bedrooms were too small.  
Residents felt that some beneficiaries are proud to live in their ABT houses, while 
some are not.  
 
Club 2000 
Four potential beneficiaries raised concerns about the poor quality of ABT, indicating 
that structures seem weak, like shacks, and seem to be made of mud or sand, with 
one saying, 
“If you look at it it‟s like you can dig into it”. 
Asked what complaints they heard about ABT houses, 2 residents indicated that they 
heard the houses leaked.  Two respondents heard that the walls cannot be plastered.  
Another respondent reported that he/she heard that the houses crack easily, while 
another heard specific complaints about the quality of the brick.  One respondent 
heard that the houses are windy and dusty, and another mentioned that s/he heard 
that the houses are small.  
Given a choice in building materials, one person specified brick.  Two respondents 
said they would not accept ABT.  As in other focus groups, one respondent indicated 
that they would accept any house, saying,  
“People are stranded, everyone wants a house. They just say, just build 
my house, I want to get into my house”. 
 
Another indicated that he would accept any house but later change it, saying, 
“Well if I had no choice then I would‟ve taken it, but in the future I would change it”. 
 
No-one indicated that they thought existing beneficiaries feel proud to live in ABT 
houses, suggesting they thought beneficiaries were not happy in their new houses. 
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“I don‟t think they are proud because some people who own those 
houses are not even living in them, they use them so that other people 
can hire them.” 
 
Mahala Park 
In response to whether they were happy with the use of ABT in housing, 8 Mahala 
Park potential beneficiaries expressed anxiety over the fact that there is no 
foundation in such houses, 3 were worried about problems with the roof, 2 with the 
weakness of the structure, 2 that it would develop cracks, and 1 that the material 
used was cheap.  
Complaints residents heard about ABT houses included the fact that they crack (3 
residents), have no foundation, and have wet walls.   
One respondent indicated that,  
“when the rain comes, the water go under the block... but when you build a 
foundation the water can‟t go under the block, under the foundation.” 
Another respondent indicated that ABT houses can cause health problems,  
“Those other ones have asbestos, the ones at Barkly Road. The Barkly Road 
residents have stress about (pauses) lungs because it‟s caused by acid. They are 
there somewhere. So, the Barkly Road residents are complaining about those 
houses.” 
 
Asked which building material they would select if given a choice, 5 people specified 
they would opt for brick.  Three people said that they had no alternative as they were 
desperate so would accept any technology, while 8 stated they would not choose 
ABT.  The reasons for this were that it leaks, cannot be extended and doesn‟t last.   
As in other groups, respondents did not think beneficiaries are proud to live in their 
ABT house. 
 
Weltevrede Valley 
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Twenty-four comments12 were made by Weltevrede Valley residents when asked how 
they felt about using ABT in housing.  Six people felt ABT was not good quality, 3 
said it was not right to use ABT in housing, and one person said the ABT houses 
were not fit to live in.  Two people raised concerns that ABT houses were more likely 
to burn, one raised questions about their general safety, and one said that bricks 
were safer and that a problem with ABT was that it could not be plastered.  One 
person said that outside toilets were problematic. 
 
Seven Weltevrede Valley respondents spoke about the construction process rather 
than the actual technology, 1 saying that it had not been done right, another saying 
that theft of materials is a problem, and 2 commenting on the fact that inspectors 
either took bribes or failed to do their job.  As one respondent put it,  
 
“If the material is good, if it is the right material, nothing short or too much, 
just the right material as it should, then, it is not a problem, it can go on”. 
 
Another reflected on several aspects of the process when asked how he felt about 
the use of ABTs in housing, saying, 
 
“And there is something wrong in having a house like this judged as okay, 
how can that happen, how does it happen, what are the inspectors doing?  
They are the ones that should do the right thing, check and see that there 
are no problems like we have mentioned. They should do their work 
properly and not accept bribes.  Many have benefitted and many are 
suffering, people living in these houses are crying everyday and some of 
the people that benefited are living like kings at the expense of the poor”. 
 
Two people expressed concern at the speed of the process, indicating that  
 
“anything done quickly without proper control is disastrous”. 
 
Two people said they would have more pride in their shack than an ABT house, and 
1 pointed out that the different materials used by occupants to repair their houses 
made them look like shacks, saying,   
                                            
12
 Respondents provided more than one comment each on this topic 
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“You find a person that does not have, collecting whatever material he 
sees usable, takes it and tries to fix where he can and that is why some of 
their houses look more like shacks because most of the things are patched 
with different materials.  They are using different materials to fix most of 
the things that are not working in those houses”. 
 
Asked what they heard about ABT, 2 people heard that ABT houses cracked, 1 that 
they leaked, 1 mentioned that they were moldy, 1 that they were small, and another 
that occupants had to do repairs themselves.  One person mentioned that they had 
seen the initial ABT houses in the area. 
 
Given a choice between ABT and conventional building materials, 11 comments 
were made by the respondents.  Unlike in most other areas, only 3 of these were 
outright in their choice of brick, and 2 indicated they would not choose ABT.  One 
person remarked that the house was a gift, but otherwise they would change the 
technology. What is of interest in the Weltevrede Valley group is that 5 comments 
were made in support of ABT, with these people saying that if the material was of 
good quality and the builders were experienced they had no problem with ABT.  For 
example, one respondent said, 
  
“Seeing that the government is saying bricks are expensive and they take 
long when used to build a house, if this material is good material, if the 
houses are going to be done that way, I do not have complaints about 
anything, then, I would accept them.  It is understandable that the 
government would want something that is going to happen quickly 
because there are lots of us that need houses”. 
 
Two respondents pointed out that they would accept an ABT house as they wanted 
their own yard.  Thus respondents are more likely to accept the ABT houses for other 
reasons and not the technology itself.  
Asked what complaints they heard about ABT houses, similar comments to previous 
groups were made.  Two people heard the houses were not strong.  Two heard that 
they were unsafe.  Two respondents heard ABT houses leaked.  Two respondents 
believed they cracked, with 1 saying, 
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“They crack and they have to use bricks where the cracks are and that 
leaves holes because the bricks are not fitting in the slabs”. 
 
Two potential beneficiaries heard that ABT houses cannot be extended. One person 
commented that ABT houses had no foundation, 1 that the floors were not well done, 
2 that it was cold inside in winter, and 1 that they were hot in summer.  One person 
heard that there was mould on the walls and another that the walls cannot be 
plastered.  A concern was raised that construction was done by inexperienced 
workers which could have caused the problems.  It was noted that some people had 
chosen to rebuild their houses with brick.  
In responding to whether existing beneficiaries felt proud of their ABT houses, 1 
person indicated no, while another said he believed they were proud to be land 
owners but not proud of the house itself, explaining,  
“Maybe they are proud because of the land they own.  Proud land owners 
and nothing more, not anything about structure, not anything about the 
house”. 
 
Lubala 
Four potential beneficiaries in Lubala were not happy with using ABT in housing, 
being concerned that ABT houses were “paper houses” that were “tearing apart”, 
indicating that they wanted houses that would last.   Residents had heard several 
complaints about ABT houses – that they tear apart, that the roof collapses, that 
there is water on the floor and that there are problems with the plastering.  
Given a choice between ABT and conventional materials, 6 respondents specified 
they would select brick, and one that he would build in the traditional Xhosa way.  
The reason most often cited for selecting brick was that it was something they were 
used to.  More than any other group, 6 Lubala potential beneficiaries indicated that 
they would take whatever they were given as it was a gift and they needed houses.  
Asked whether they thought beneficiaries are proud to live in their ABT houses, one 
respondent replied, 
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“They are proud but they are complaining because they are falling apart 
these houses, but they are happy they have homes but their condition is 
bad”. 
 
Ngqeleni 
Unlike in most other areas, potential beneficiaries in Ngqeleni were more positive 
about the use of ABT in housing.  Two people thought the houses were beautiful, and 
3 were unqualifiedly happy in that regard, while 1 was happy that houses were being 
built, but had some concerns about the technology particularly relating to there being 
no foundation, and to the strength of the structure.  One person felt the technology 
used was “card box”.  
Respondents indicated that they had heard the ABT was new and that people were 
happy with it.  Asked what complaints residents had heard about ABT houses, 2 
indicated that they had heard they cracked, and 1 that the problem had been that 
there had been no inspectors to check the quality of the houses.  One Ngqeleni 
resident captured the concern around foundations that was raised in several groups, 
saying,  
“Talking about the sturdiness of the house, when we talk amongst 
ourselves, we always talk about their foundation, which is the main thing for 
us.  To me, there is no foundation because they just put that slab, they level 
the ground and put this slab and … that is not how we know building to be.  
It is a concern for most of us that there is no foundation, we believe that for 
a building or house to stand, there should be a foundation”. 
 
Asked whether they would prefer ABT or conventional materials if they had a choice, 
10 people replied they would choose brick.  Of these, 7 indicated their main concern 
with ABT was that it had no foundation, while 2 said that brick houses were beautiful 
and strong.  
 
In summary, the level of exposure to, and knowledge of, ABT, seemed fairly high in 
some areas such as Zola 2.  This can be explained by the fact some of the informal 
settlements from which potential beneficiaries were selected are located close to 
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existing ABT projects. Like beneficiaries, most potential beneficiaries would prefer 
brick houses, if they had a choice.  Several indicated that they would accept an ABT 
house as they had nothing and it was a gift.  
Concerns raised relate to poor workmanship, lack of supervision during construction, 
the strength of the structures, the foundation and lack of a damp course, the roof and 
leaks, and the inability to extend the house. 
An issue raised in Zola 2 related to the need to generate income from backyard 
shacks, and a concern that agreeing to have existing shacks replaced by ABT 
structures would mean a reduction in the number of shacks allowed.   
Some positive views were expressed, however, particularly related to speed of 
delivery. In Ngqeleni the most positive responses regarding ABT houses were 
received.  It is not clear why this should be the case, except, perhaps, that residents 
are either most desperate to get a house, or have less exposure to ABT houses than 
most other potential beneficiaries and have not therefore been swayed by the 
experiences of those living relatively near to them.  
 
iv. ABT projects and employment opportunities 
Residents were asked whether they felt ABT projects created job opportunities.  In 
Zola North, Atteridgeville, Kaalfontein and Mahala Park residents felt that local 
people had been employed on the projects, with Kaalfontein residents indicating that 
22 local people had been trained for the project, and others had been employed as 
drivers, painters, to do the roof, foundation and slab.  In Mahala Park residents were 
concerned that jobs had been on a casual basis and involved exploitation and non-
payment by sub-contractors and in Atteridgeville workers experienced problems in 
payment.   
In Mamelodi, Weltevrede Park, Lubala, Zola 2 and Ngqeleni people indicated that 
contractors brought their own people.  However, there was recognition that this was 
often necessary as ABT involved specialised work and there was not time to train 
locals to do this.  For example, one Weltevrede Valley resident pointed out,  
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“Like in the building of schools, a school that was built in our area, it was 
the community that was involved. They benefited because our people from 
the area were employed. That did not happen with the building of the slab 
houses, or I should say, I do not know of anyone that worked in that 
project who is from this community.  And the thing is that, this is done by 3 
people. It is quick and that is why they did not take people from our 
community”. 
 
There was also recognition that income could be generated on a short term basis 
during the construction phase by selling food to workers. 
 
v. Recommendations 
Potential beneficiaries were asked to provide 3 key recommendations related to ABT 
housing projects. Responses related to issues around the building process and the 
actual house. 
 
Issues related to the construction process 
Potential beneficiaries made the following recommendations with regard to the 
construction process: 
 Only skilled people who know what they are doing should be hired in 
construction.  As one Weltevrede Valley respondent indicated, 
“This is the price of having a quick job done, something is going to tell. A 
quick job using inexperienced people, people who do not care, this is the 
end result and it is not good results”. 
 
 Workers should be hired from the area, particularly unskilled workers  
 Builders need to be paid on time otherwise they may resort to theft of 
materials 
 Each house needs to be properly inspected.  As a respondent from Mamelodi 
said, 
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“I think before they brought these houses, they did some research. I don‟t 
think they would bring this if they were not sure that it would stand. So … if 
ever they come to build for us, they must monitor and make sure that 
everything goes according to plan, and they must communicate with us first. 
 
 The importance of using the correct amount of cement in construction, 
ensuring that illegal sales and theft did not occur and that the product was 
checked and certified at the factory before it was delivered to the site, was 
emphasised.  
 All complaints should be followed up, but not by the person initially responsible 
for the job.  
 Some respondents recommended that, instead of building a house, 
government should provide people with a plot of land and the money to build, 
and should follow up to ensure that the money had been properly spent on a 
house and not misused.  As one person put it,  
“To do this thing is simple, the government should give each person his or 
her stand/plot, give them money and say, here is so much, use it to build 
yourself a house.  The responsibility will be yours to find people that you 
know will do a good job, people with experience, people who will not cheat 
on your material and you build your house.  This, to me is the only way 
that this problem can be solved.  This has been done somewhere but 
because people are people, they used that money for something else and 
cried that they do not have roofs over their heads”. 
 
Issues related to the actual structure or technology used 
 The size of the building should be increased, possibly by removing the toilet 
and shower to increase the amount of space. 
 Floors and ceilings should be fixed. 
 The foundation should be improved. 
 The material used should be changed, either to blocks or bricks.  
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 In addition to the polystyrene, a row of bricks should be added to increase the 
structure‟s strength.   
 Recommendations relating to improving the strength of the structure included 
one Mamelodi resident saying that it must be strong “even if we have to pay 
something for that”. Related recommendations include the use of steel, and 
replacing asbestos roofs with zinc.  
In summary, recommendations by potential beneficiaries related to ABT housing 
projects are similar to those made by beneficiaries, and reflect concerns around 
strength, the foundation, and the need for improved monitoring and inspection of the 
construction process.  
 
vi. Other issues 
The main other issues raised were around the question of title deeds, as some 
people do not have title deeds and are concerned about how that it affects their 
ability to get backyard structures.  
One potential beneficiary expressed this, saying, 
“It is a concern that if this comes to pass, the houses are made as we 
requested that many people are going to be left out because many, many 
people do not have title deeds.  People are faced with a big problem when 
it comes to title deeds.  You find that a person has a house but does not 
have a title deed.  In some cases, a person would be living in that house 
for a long time and the title deeds are in the possession of someone else 
who is not around.  An example, we would be neighbours, and had moved 
in at the same time and when we have complaints and we go to the 
people that need to hear our complaint, she has a title deed and I do not 
have.  They are going to help the one with the title deed and not me.  It is 
things like these that we would ask that they look into.  One should move 
to a house and have a title deed.” 
 
Concerns were also raised about the procedures followed with regard to being on 
housing waiting lists, and how people were allocated houses.  Some people indicated 
they had been on waiting lists for long periods while houses were given to people 
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who had not been waiting long.  Corruption in awarding houses and in building 
contracts was also an issue. 
 
5.3 KEY ISSUES EMERGING 
It is clear from the focus groups discussions that, although most beneficiaries and 
potential beneficiaries feel more comfortable with brick built houses and would prefer 
this, in general they are not completely opposed to ABT.  Many respondents 
understand the need for speedy delivery of housing to address backlogs, believe that 
this is an advantage of ABT, and that this often requires specialised labour. Many are 
also desperate to get any house, and are not overly concerned with how it is 
constructed.  However, this is not consistent across communities and appears to be 
related to the levels of poverty within a community.  While some people indicated that 
they would accept anything, that it was a gift and therefore could not be rejected, 
others were clear that they would prefer their shack, would demolish their ABT house 
as soon as possible and re-build, or that they only accepted the ABT house in order 
to get the land on which it was built, or that they would prefer to be given land and a 
sum of money to build their own structure.  
 
Although many respondents would prefer a brick house, it seems clear that they 
would accept ABT, particularly if the comparative advantages of ABT are made clear, 
i.e. that they will get a house quicker, that it will be a larger house, that ongoing 
electricity costs will be cheaper etc. Relating this to what we know about how the 
poor‟s perceptions are shaped in South Africa within the context of poverty, 
unemployment and inequality, helps to define interventions related to getting better 
acceptance of ABT‟s. Their views on government‟s attempts to address their need, 
unemployment and poverty, shapes their perceptions about ABT.  
 
A number of key issues can be identified from the research findings outlined thus far.  
As far as possible, these have been considered in 3 categories – community 
consultation, education and liaison; perceptions of the actual house and the ABT 
used; and perceptions relating to the construction process.  
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i. Community consultation, education and liaison 
Prior to the development of ABT housing projects, potential beneficiaries have been 
consulted in various ways, with their views tested through site visits, show-houses, 
surveys and community meetings.  However, the approach adopted has not been 
consistent across areas, and the perceptions of both beneficiaries and potential 
beneficiaries about the extent of community consultation and education that took 
place varies, and often differs from that of provincial and staff of key organisations 
involved in ABT housing at national level. The different types and levels of 
consultations could have been deliberate or unintentional since there seemed to be 
no standard guidelines that were being followed and perhaps they were designed at 
the local level using local knowledge about what was needed.   
 
An important issue raised in one interview was the fact that people with vested 
interests (such as people who build using conventional methods) are able to sway 
community perceptions against ABT in order to protect their interests.  Consultation 
and education efforts need to take this into account.  Community consultation needs 
to target specific groups that may influence the general perception.  In order to 
promote greater acceptance of ABT and ensure that ABT contributes to people‟s 
livelihoods as a whole, it is important that ABT preferably contributes to people‟s 
economic well-being, and does not destroy existing livelihoods.    
 
Some focus group participants indicated that there was a need for a central office to 
deal with people‟s concerns, despite the fact that there are NHBRC provincial care 
centres, and a customer support unit, with a sub-unit dealing with beneficiary 
education in Gauteng.  However beneficiaries are not aware of local offices where 
they can lodge complaints or report issues. Accessibility of the beneficiaries to 
institutions with information and support is important.  
 
In Gauteng, particularly Zola and Kaalfontein, consultation with the community seems 
to have been more effective than in other areas.  This could be related to a number 
of factors.  In Zola and Kaalfontein the show-houses were well built and generally 
received a favourable reception, whereas in some other areas problems were 
experienced with the show-houses which impacted negatively on people‟s 
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perceptions. In Gauteng, ABT projects were generally built close to existing 
settlements, so people saw the building process as it unfolded.  In many Gauteng 
projects, the builders were on site for longer periods of time, due to larger numbers of 
houses being built, and people were therefore able to approach them if they 
experienced problems with their new houses.  
 
Several respondents, particularly at provincial and national level, highlighted the 
need for all stakeholders, including at municipal level, provincial and national level, 
both officials and politicians, to be better informed and educated about the 
advantages of ABT, and what it involves, in order to promote its roll-out at scale. 
 
ii. Findings related to perceptions related to the technology used and 
the house itself 
With regard to people‟s perceptions about ABT, there do not seem to be substantial 
differences between the perceptions of potential beneficiaries and actual 
beneficiaries. This could be due to the fact that most potential beneficiaries live close 
to existing ABT houses, and their perceptions would be based on people‟s 
experiences of these houses. 
 
There is a perception by some respondents that the materials used in the show 
houses are not the same as the materials provided to beneficiaries, and that they are 
given an inferior product.   It was not possible to verify whether or not this is the case, 
or a misconception on the part of beneficiaries.  
 
Despite the fact that some provincial officials indicated that the finishes on an ABT 
house are better than on a conventional house, this was not cited as a positive factor 
by focus group respondents.  
 
Similarly, some of the provincial interviewees indicated that durability and strength is 
an advantage of ABT, but for many respondents in most areas, the strength and 
durability of their house seems to be a key concern.  This is linked to a common 
concern, particularly of beneficiaries, which relates to the foundation.  
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Focus group respondents in Gauteng seem to have a better impression of ABT than 
in other areas.  It is possible that this is linked to more effective consultation and 
education, but could also be related to the fact that Gauteng beneficiaries are more 
urbanised and are likely to have come across ABT more than in other areas. Within 
Gauteng, potential beneficiaries in Atteridgeville seem to have the most positive 
perceptions of ABT housing.  
 
It is very clear that problems that people experience in their house, that are often 
completely unrelated to the ABT used, affect their perception of the entire house and 
ABT in general.  Thus, widespread and recurrent plumbing problems, which appear 
to be common and not necessarily related to the technology used, mean that people 
may reject the house and the ABT used to build it.  
 
The level of need for a house, usually related to poverty levels, seems to affect 
perceptions e.g. in Lubala and Ngqeleni, people were more likely to indicate that they 
wanted any kind of house as they were desperate.  The exception is Weltevrede 
Valley, where people did not seem as happy to have any house, despite extreme 
need.  This could be related to the fact that Weltevrede Valley is one of the oldest 
projects, so houses are smaller and would have experienced more wear than the 
newer projects.  
 
Problems related to ongoing maintenance and repairs include lack of clarity over who 
is responsible for repairs, lack of understanding over how to do repairs, and inability 
to pay for necessary maintenance.  As one respondent indicated, beneficiaries are 
extremely poor and often have little to no income. They are therefore unable to pay 
for any maintenance or repairs.   
 
In several instances respondents have referred to the use of asbestos which needs 
careful and informed handling, if it is allowed at all.  It appears to be a misperception 
that asbestos is being used but better education of beneficiaries would make this 
clear. 
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iii. Findings related to perceptions of tendering and workmanship 
Many residents raised complaints about the construction process, one of the most 
common being that incorrect use of materials (specifically reducing the concentration 
of cement used) causes problems which are not related to the ABT itself, but failure 
to implement it properly.  Similarly, allowing insufficient curing time for bricks causes 
long term problems.  While some respondents expressed a need to employ local 
people, many respondents expressed frustration at the fact that inexperienced, 
unqualified and unskilled workers were used, resulting in problems.  This was often 
linked to the use of sub-contractors, who are also seen as cutting corners, exploiting 
workers and producing inferior products.  
 
Two provincial interviewees indicated that they required a high percentage of local 
labour, one saying 70% and one 90%.  It is clear from focus group discussions that 
the perception is that few local people have benefited from employment on projects, 
and that contractors usually bring in people from outside.  However, many people 
understand that skilled or experienced labour is required for ABT and that this might 
preclude a high percentage of local labour being used.  Several even went so far as 
to blame the problems they experienced on the use of unskilled labour, in some 
cases from their area.  
 
The fact that the entire construction process is not properly monitored and that 
completed houses are not checked by an inspector was raised as a problem in many 
areas.  A suggestion was made that the actual beneficiary be tasked with monitoring 
the construction of their house in order to ensure the correct materials are used in the 
correct proportions, and that the correct building techniques are used.  
 
iv. Factors affecting perceptions 
Although most communities indicate that brick is the preferred technology, it was not 
possible to get a sense of which ABT would be preferable, if people had to choose 
between different types of ABT, as the technology commonly used across most of 
the projects examined in this research was polystyrene.  Several factors clearly 
influence perceptions of both beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of ABT as 
discussed below: 
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 Consultation, particularly seeing a show-house, improves people‟s perceptions 
and understanding of ABT. 
 
 If people see a show-house and are then provided with a house that appears 
to have inferior building materials or finishes, it affects their perceptions 
negatively. 
 
 Perceptions in a community can be influenced by vested interests such as 
existing builders. 
 
 Problems experienced in a house unrelated to the alternative technology used 
can result in beneficiaries having a negative perception of the ABT (such as 
plumbing).  In other words, people are unlikely to separate perceptions that 
are specific to the ABT from their perceptions of the house overall. 
 
 People who are extremely poor are likely to accept any house, and not be 
affected by negative perceptions of ABT. 
 
 Seeing unskilled local labour used in specialised tasks can affect people‟s 
perceptions negatively. 
 
 Negative perceptions of the floating foundation may be difficult to overcome as 
it could be based on experience of problems, or on prior knowledge of 
conventional foundations. 
 
 Perceptions of corruption and theft of materials has a negative effect on 
people‟s perceptions of their house.  
 
 The type of ABT used does seem to affect people‟s perceptions.  However, as 
almost all projects used similar technology, it is difficult to assess any 
preferences for one form of ABT over another. 
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 Tenure issues, the allocation of houses to beneficiaries, and the way in which 
projects are rolled out to communities all affect people‟s perceptions of their 
houses.  In some cases, such as Zola 2, potential beneficiaries expressed 
concern that acceptance of the ABT houses as backyard shacks would reduce 
their ability to control what is a valuable source of income in renting out 
structures.  
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6. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATIONS 
6.1 OVERVIEW OF PROJECT 
This project has explored the perceptions and experiences of a range of people 
involved in low cost housing built using alternative technology in four provinces 
(Eastern Cape, Gauteng, Western Cape and Northern Cape).  These include officials 
at national, provincial and local level, the beneficiaries who live in the ABT houses, 
and people who may well be beneficiaries of such houses in future.   
 
The research conducted was qualitative in nature, relying mainly on focus group 
discussions with beneficiaries of ABT housing, and people identified as potential 
beneficiaries.  It is important to note that the advantage of this approach is that it 
allows for more in-depth group discussions which elicited a range of views and 
allowed for elaboration of points raised.  It is not always possible, in the context of 
such discussions, and is beyond the scope of this project, to ascertain whether or not 
people‟s perceptions were based on fact or misconceptions.  However, it is people‟s 
perceptions that are more likely than fact to influence their behaviour, in particular 
their acceptance of ABT houses.  Thus understanding the perceptions of 
beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries is of paramount importance in proceeding 
with the delivery of ABT housing at scale.  
 
Given the urgency to deliver housing in the country, the potential advantages of ABT 
in terms of speed of delivery and cost, and the fact that many beneficiaries and 
potential beneficiaries seem willing to accept ABT with certain qualifications, there is 
a need to proceed delivering at scale.  Three key issues need to be considered when 
delivering ABT housing: 
i. It is important that, in the rush to deliver houses, the need to implement a 
more holistic approach to human settlement as advocated by the 
Department of Human Settlements and BNG, is not overlooked.   
ii. A participatory approach to development is not only legislated in South 
Africa, but has also been shown to be more effective in many parts of the 
world.  This needs to include involving communities in all aspects of 
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projects, including planning and implementation, and on-going monitoring.  
This has been shown to be particularly true of housing in areas such as Sri 
Lanka and Turkey, as outlined earlier (Arslan and Johnson, 2010; 
Schilderman, 2010).  
iii. The context in which low-cost housing is delivered in South Africa, and the 
everyday realities of beneficiaries needs to be remembered. The 
technology used needs to be appropriate to the area (in terms of climate, 
accessibility etc), and the culture of local people.  At the same time, the 
lives of people such as their socio-economic status, particularly their 
incomes, need to be taken into account.   
6.2 RECOMMENDATIONS 
Arising from the research conducted in this project, specific recommendations to 
improve acceptance of ABT by communities which need to be attended to prior to a 
massive roll-out are outlined below.   
6.2.1 Communication, participation and liaison 
i. Beneficiaries’ education and liaison 
 Show-houses 
Show-houses are an effective way of educating beneficiaries.  However 
government needs to make sure that households receive houses that are 
exactly the same as the show-house they have seen.  In several cases people 
complained that they were given a choice (for example of finishes) but were 
then not given what they had chosen.  If people are given a choice then it is 
important that they receive what they selected otherwise they will not be 
satisfied.  It is also important to ensure that the same materials, finishes etc 
are used in the houses as was showcased in the show houses, otherwise 
respondents feel they have been given an inferior product.  
 
It is therefore recommended that for all ABT projects, a show case/house be 
built for beneficiaries to experience the technology. This house should be built 
in advance of the project and the community should be allowed a minimum of 
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12 months to interact with the technology and observe it over the four 
seasons.  Building 2 show-houses side-by-side as recommended by a 
respondent, one of brick and the other using ABT, would enable people to see 
and understand the differences and would help them to make a realistic 
comparison of the 2 technologies.  
 
 Maintenance and repairs 
Ongoing education around issues such as maintenance and repairs would be 
advisable.  For example, having a central office where people could lodge 
complaints or raise concerns, and receive more education about their house 
once they are living in it would be useful.  In particular, concerns around the 
floating foundation, strength and durability of the house need to be addressed 
in such an office on an ongoing basis. 
 
 Engagement with officials 
In addition, beneficiaries need to be engaged by officials. Community 
meetings with officials are an effective communication mode. Beneficiaries 
need to be able to hear from the officials what the project is about, the 
technology to be used, and feel free to ask questions where they do not 
understand. These kinds of meetings should happen before construction and 
during construction and post occupation. 
 
These meetings need to address all aspects of the delivery of housing, not just 
the ABT house itself.  In particular, community concerns such as tenure, and 
earning rental from back yard shacks need to be addressed.  
 
 Deeper understanding of comparative advantages of ABT  
It is important to educate beneficiaries and potential beneficiaries of the 
advantages of ABT in comparison to conventional methods.  For example, 
with regard to speed of delivery, it may be possible to propose providing 
beneficiaries with options such as either having an ABT house within a year or 
a brick house within 10 years, the trade-off being time to get the house vs type 
of technology used. Similarly providing education around ABT as a 
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sustainable strategy, linked to strong educational programmes could be useful 
for officials, politicians and beneficiaries. This could include providing 
information on alternative technologies in service provision, and greater 
environmental awareness as part of an overall human settlement strategy.  
 
ii. Guidelines for participation 
In order to ensure that communication and consultation with beneficiaries and 
potential beneficiaries occurs on an ongoing basis throughout the project, as 
recommended in the point above, national government needs to develop 
guidelines to assist provinces and/or municipalities to handle community 
consultation, engagement and management.  This will assist officials to involve 
communities in a more systematic and streamlined manner, following clear policy 
guidelines set either at national or provincial level. 
 
It is recommended that research be conducted to compile a manual, highlighting 
good practice case studies.  This needs to involve all stakeholders, including the 
ABT contractors, so that issues such as employing local labour and skills transfer 
in ABT construction are addressed effectively.  For example, project management 
methods and community participation and monitoring strategies used in the 
different ABT projects in South Africa, and international experience such as those 
adopted in the work on community based workers in South Africa funded by the 
United Kingdom‟s Department for International Development (DFID) could be 
explored to extract lessons learned.  
 
iii. Participation of beneficiaries in monitoring 
As indicated earlier, involving beneficiaries in all aspects of the actual planning 
and implementation of projects, including the monitoring of work is likely to 
promote greater acceptance of the finished product.  Not knowing what is 
happening, and hearing rumours, can raise expectations, undermine people‟s 
sense of self-worth etc, all of which can result in negative perceptions of the 
project.  As was recommended by respondents, having local people monitor the 
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construction, particularly the actual beneficiary of the house, is likely to improve 
construction and acceptance by the beneficiary.  
 
iv. Education of officials and implementers 
It is important to change the negative perceptions of some officials and councillors 
in order to successfully promote ABT at scale.  Education and marketing such as 
that identified above should be done at all levels and not confined to beneficiaries 
and potential beneficiaries.  Linked to this, a concerted effort is needed to 
promote ABT at provincial level.   
 
6.2.2 Realistic assessment of the local context 
i. Use of appropriate materials and total cost of delivering an ABT 
house 
It is not clear that the ABT being used in the projects considered in this report, 
such as polystyrene, is suitable for South African conditions.  It is also apparent 
that different types of ABT may be suited to different locations within South 
Africa, and that other options could be explored.  For example, in the Eastern 
Cape transportation costs are high and access by road causes difficulties related 
to the current ABT being used.  An alternative could possibly be to promote 
timber housing, using local materials, although whether this would be acceptable 
to the local community would need to be explored. A balance needs to be made 
between costs related to the use of ABT, such as transportation costs, and the 
cost of the actual house.  For example, the cost of transporting ABT to the 
Northern Cape may be prohibitive and it might not be financially feasible unless 
factories are located closer to the site. It is therefore recommended that further 
investigation take place into developing alternative technologies most appropriate 
for the varying conditions across South Africa.  
 
ii. Capacity needed for some types of ABT 
It is also important that all ABT projects are based on a realistic understanding of 
the conditions in which people live, and the context in which houses will be built.  
There is a need for realistic expectations of people, and their capacity.   For 
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example, if the maintenance of an ABT house is expensive, requires particular 
materials not available locally or specialised skills, poor people are not likely to 
be able to maintain their houses. 
 
iii. Understanding of local conditions and how people live 
Similarly, requirements that activities such as heating or cooking do not take 
place in ABT structures are unrealistic and likely to be ignored by beneficiaries, 
or cause unhappiness with their houses, as is evident in the focus group 
discussions.  There is a need not just to provide a house, or use new technology 
to do so, but to improve people‟s lives by fitting their reality. 
6.2.3 Issues related to the construction and delivery process 
i. Monitoring and inspection 
A major concern raised by beneficiaries was shoddy workmanship and the lack of 
supervision, monitoring and inspection. This may well be similar in houses built 
using conventional techniques, but, given the concerns and lack of experience 
with ABT, it is extremely important that the construction process is done well, and 
effectively supervised.  
 
Monitoring on a daily basis could be by the beneficiary themselves, as proposed 
above and it would be useful to investigate what the implications would be of 
using beneficiaries to monitor construction of their own house.  
 
However, each finished house needs to be inspected by the relevant NHBRC and 
provincial officials, with appropriate consultation with Agrément. In order to 
promote acceptance of the finished product it is important that this be seen to be 
done by beneficiaries.  More effective and visible monitoring of the construction 
process is needed.  
 
ii. Use of local labour 
Linked to local monitoring of construction, if unskilled labour is used, it is 
preferable that it be from the local area, as workers are then more accountable to 
the community. Even in the case of skills more specific to the technology, if 
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members of the community are trained and are seen by the community to benefit 
in terms of skills transfer this will assist in acceptance of the ABT.  Involving 
communities from the outset of the project, so that they can assist in selecting 
candidates for training, through either their councillors or municipally-led selection 
processes, is recommended.  
 
iii. Political will, funding and intergovernmental cooperation 
To encourage the roll-out of ABT houses, and remove the difficulties faced in 
delivering ABT rather than brick, a separate funding stream for ABT housing 
should be considered, which would increase the motivation for officials to choose 
ABT, and for this to be supported by politicians.  
 
There needs to be political will to drive the process of delivery of ABTs, 
addressing related issues such as transportation and access. For example, in 
Ngqeleni in the Eastern Cape, access is extremely difficult as there are no roads 
in many areas.  In order to develop ABT housing projects at scale, improved 
access is needed.  
 
iv. Tenure and allocation of houses 
Linked to the above, issues around tenure, how people are allocated houses, and 
how they are rolled out to communities affect perceptions. These need to be 
addressed prior to construction to ensure acceptance of the project, and to 
reduce problems.  Having different types of subsidy houses in one community 
may cause problems as people compare experiences, so keeping the roll-out of 
the same type of house across a community is recommended.  
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Table: Interviews conducted 
 
Name Organisation Job title Date 
Mr Vuyisani Moss NHFC  7th April, 2011 
Ms Lerato Khumalo NHBRC Structural 
Engineer 
20th April, 
2011 
Mr P Enslin  Gauteng 
Quality Assurance 
Housing 
Inspector 
24th  March, 
2011 
Mr Shingai Mpinyiri  Gauteng 
Provincial Government 
Kaalfontein Ext 22 
Project Manager 15th  
February, 
2011 
Ms P Siepobi-
Maseko  
Gauteng 
Quality Assurance 
Director for 
Quality 
Assurance 
23rd February, 
2011 
Ms Vunyiwe 
Mabongo  
Gauteng 
Zola Backyard Upgrading 
Project 
Project Manager 18th  
February, 
2011 
Mr. Tshivhasa  Eastern Cape Provincial 
Government, DHS 
Assistant Director 23rd  
February, 
2011 
Mr L Barnes  Northern Cape Provincial 
Government, DHS 
Senior Manager 
for Planning and 
Research 
15th  
February, 
2011 
Mr Brian Verwey  Western Cape Provincial 
Government, DHS 
Architect 23rd  March, 
2011 
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ANNEXURE 1: RECRUITMENT SCREENER 
RECRUITMENT SCREENER- DHS FOCUS GROUPS, Beneficiaries 
 
Introduction: 
 
Hello, my name is ________ and I am approaching you on behalf of CASE, a 
research NGO based in Johannesburg and Cape Town. CASE is carrying out a study 
on behalf of the Department of Human Settlements (DHS) which explores community 
perceptions and experiences of living in houses built with Alternative Technologies/ 
non-conventional materials (Emison and polysterene walls, Moladi technology, 
Imison, Goldflex 100). We are interested in speaking to men and women living in 
Gauteng, the Western Cape, the Eastern Cape and the Northern Cape. 
 
I would like to invite you to take part in a focus group discussion where we will be 
exploring your perceptions regarding houses built with non-conventional building 
materials as opposed to houses built with conventional materials (brick and mortar).  
Participation in the focus group is voluntary. It will last about 1½ to 2 hours and will 
be recorded but no names will appear in any reports. Would you be interested in 
taking part?  
 
 Circle one option  
Yes 1  CONTINUE  
No 2 THANK AND TERMINATE 
 
Can I ask you a few questions to see if you fit the criteria for participating in the 
group? 
Are you aware of the use of Alternative technology methods/ non-conventional 
building materials in housing? 
 
Yes 1 
Dept of Human Settlements, 2011  Understanding Beneficiary Perceptions of Alternative Building Technologies 
 
147 
 
No 2 
 
How long have you been living in this house? 
 Circle one option  
2 years or more 1  CONTINUE  
Less than 2 years 2 THANK AND TERMINATE 
 
 
PARTICIPANT‟S DETAILS 
Name: 
 
 
Gender: 
Male 1 
Female 2 
 
Race: 
 
 
Age: (PLEASE NOTE: Participants should be older than 18 years) 
 
 
Name of City/town/village: 
 
 
Landline or cellphone number:  
 
 
Thank you very much.  The focus group will take place on …………………..… at  
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ANNEXURE 2: IN-DEPTH INTERVIEW GUIDES 
Guide used for provincial, project related officials 
Questions to ask officials 
Name of official: 
Position (job title):  
What involvement do/did you have in the project? 
How long have you been/were you involved? 
 
Details of project: 
1. What is the name of the project, and where is it? 
2. When was the project built and completed? 
3. Who commissioned the project, and paid for it (e.g. provincial housing dept, national 
housing dept)? 
4. How many houses were built? 
5. Do you know the total budget of the project, and cost per house? 
6. Did all of these use AT? If not, how many (or what proportion) did? 
7. Do you know the financial implications of using AT – was it cheaper or more 
expensive than using conventional techniques? 
8. Who constructed the houses (company?)/ when/where. 
9. What type of AT was used? 
10. Describe the process followed to build the houses/construction method/ how many 
units? 
11. Did the construction company who build the houses have the relevant accreditation? 
 
Responsiveness/ attitudes of beneficiaries  
A. Prior to consultation 
1. Was there any consultation with community members prior to, or during 
construction of the houses 
2. What form did this consultation take? / Who organised opportunities for 
consultation? 
3. What was the general outcome of the consultation?  Was the community satisfied 
with the decision to use AT, and with the choice of AT? What concerns were raised 
and how were these addressed, and by whom? 
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B. During construction 
1. Please describe the general attitude of the community regarding the houses 
during construction.  
2. Did the beneficiaries seem receptive of the AT-used? / Did they seem opposed to 
the idea of houses built with AT? 
3. What kind of employment opportunities were created for members of the 
community in the construction of the houses, if any? 
4. Describe the process of occupation of the houses. Did it run smoothly and 
timeously? 
Explain the challenges experienced in this regard, if any? 
 
C. After construction 
1. Please describe the beneficiaries’ general perceptions of their houses after they had 
taken occupation. 
2. Do they seem satisfied/dissatisfied with the houses? 
3. In your opinion, what are the factors that influence beneficiaries’ perceptions of the 
houses after occupation? 
4. Have you received any complaints from the beneficiaries, about the houses, after 
occupation? / What sort of complaints did you receive? / Do you think there is any 
credibility to these complaints? 
5. Do you find that the relevant communities are more accepting of one form of 
housing technology as opposed to other forms? 
6. If you were to do a similar project elsewhere, or to advise someone else doing one, 
what recommendations would you make regarding the type of AT used, the 
community consultation process, how to alleviate community’s concerns etc. 
 
 
-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- 
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Guide used for national officials 
Interview guide for NHBRC 
(flexible, to be adapted to suit the nature of their involvement in AT) 
1. Official’s details: 
Name of official: 
Position (job title):  
 
2. Official’s experience with AT: (Note: they did innovation hub and not actual projects 
to people) 
What experience do you have with AT? 
- Types of technology used 
- Location of projects 
- Scale of projects (number of houses, budgets, cost per house) 
- Who was involved   
 
3. Insurance, accreditation 
a. Are you aware of the costs of the houses showcased at the Eric Molobi 
innovation hub? Were they cheaper or more expensive than using conventional 
techniques? 
b. How are the builders of AT houses accredited?  Does this affect beneficiary 
perceptions in any way? 
c. Did the type of technology used affect the insurance for houses and if so, how?  
Does this affect beneficiary perceptions in any way? 
d. In most of our focus groups, beneficiaries have raised serious concern about the 
poor workmanship in AT houses, how does NHBRC assist municipalities/provinces 
who want to implement alternative technologies to improve quality and 
durability of houses?  
 
4. Perceptions of beneficiaries and consultation 
a. Are you aware of beneficiary perceptions of any of the AT houses/projects? 
b. Why do you think they hold these views? 
c. How do you think these views can be dealt with in future? 
d. Do you think that alternative technologies hold opportunities to create 
employment?  Are the job tradeoffs in pursuit of high tech in the construction of 
houses and the reduction in the time it takes to build alternative technology 
houses?  
Dept of Human Settlements, 2011  Understanding Beneficiary Perceptions of Alternative Building Technologies 
 
151 
 
e. What has NHBRC learned from Eric Molobi around the quality and performances 
of the houses built with alternative technologies? Are they suitable for South 
African families/environment?  
f. DO you think the families who live nearer to Eric Molobi will hold different 
perceptions about alternative technology houses? Do you think the innovation 
hub improves or contributes to improved perceptions?  
 
5. Recommendations with regard to future projects 
If you were to do a similar project elsewhere, or to advise someone else doing one, what 
recommendations would you make regarding the type of AT used, the community 
consultation process, how to alleviate community’s concerns etc. 
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Interview guide for high level officials 
Interview guide for NHFC 
(flexible, to be adapted to suit the nature of their involvement in AT) 
1. Official’s details: 
Name of official:  
Position (job title):  
 
2. Official’s experience with AT: 
What experience do you have with AT? 
- Types of technology used 
- Location of projects 
- Scale of projects (number of houses, budgets, cost per house) 
- Who was involved – builder, financier, government departments 
 
3. Financing 
e. Do you know the financial implications of using AT – has it been cheaper or more 
expensive than using conventional techniques? 
f. How are AT houses financed differently from conventional housing? What issues 
need to be taken into consideration?  Do you think this affects beneficiaries’ 
perceptions, and if so, how? 
 
4. Perceptions of beneficiaries and consultation 
g. Are you aware of beneficiary perceptions of any of the AT houses/projects? 
h. Why do you think they hold these views? 
i. How do you think these views can be dealt with in future? 
j. Are you aware of what kinds of consultation have taken place with potential 
beneficiaries prior to and during construction?  
k. What form did this consultation take? / Who organised opportunities for 
consultation? 
l. What was the general outcome of the consultation?  Was the community 
satisfied with the decision to use AT, and with the choice of AT? What concerns 
were raised and how were these addressed, and by whom? 
m. Do you know the general attitude of the community regarding the houses during 
construction?  Did the beneficiaries seem receptive of the AT-used? / Did they 
seem opposed to the idea of houses built with AT? 
n. What kind of employment opportunities were (or could be) created for members 
of the community in the construction of the houses, if any? 
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o. Describe the process of occupation of the houses. Did it run smoothly and 
timeously? 
Explain the challenges experienced in this regard, if any? 
p. Please describe the beneficiaries’ general perceptions of their houses after they 
have taken occupation if you are aware of this.  Do they seem 
satisfied/dissatisfied with the houses? 
q. In your opinion, what are the factors that influence beneficiaries’ perceptions of 
the houses after occupation? 
r. Do you know of any complaints from the beneficiaries, about the houses, after 
occupation? / What sort of complaints? / Do you think there is any credibility to 
these complaints? 
s. Do you find that the relevant communities are more accepting of one form of 
housing technology as opposed to other forms? 
 
5. Recommendations with regard to future projects 
If you were to do a similar project elsewhere, or to advise someone else doing one, what 
recommendations would you make regarding the type of AT used, the community 
consultation process, how to alleviate community’s concerns etc. 
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ANNEXURE 3: GUIDELINES FOR FIELD-WORK/SITE 
VISITS 
1. Name of project 
 
2. How many houses 
 
3. Type of technology used 
 
4. The location of the houses 
 
5. Brief description of the area 
 
6. Description of residents,(who are the residents, where do they come from, 
provide a profile of the residents) 
 
7. Are there neighbouring informal settlements? 
 
8. Are there factories around the area, are they operational? 
 
9. What are the implications of conducting focus group discussions in the area? 
 
10. A brief description of the structure 
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ANNEXURE 4: PREPARING FOR A FOCUS GROUP 
DISCUSSION 
Focus groups are very useful when 4 basic components are followed:  procedure, 
interaction, content and recording. Procedure is when the moderators give structure 
and set limits on the group processes, to discuss the norms and expectations of the 
group13. This helps to control order in the group discussion. In the component 
interaction, the moderators should be aware of personal and interpersonal dynamics 
within the groups. They should be aware of the comfort level of the group from the 
beginning to end. The content is discussed, following a semi-structured interview 
format14; the moderator listens to get commonalities and differences of opinion and 
the extent to which the group understands the issues, and whether their experience 
is homogenous or diverse.  The moderator must find a balance between leading and 
listening and should summarise what is being said to make sure that their 
interpretation is correct. In focus groups we make use of audio recording, which is 
sometimes problematic because of the background noise. To avoid complications of 
audio recording we adopt what is recommended by Terre Blanche et al to have at 
least 2 people present in focus groups, with one facilitating and the other one 
recording proceedings. Immediately after focus group researchers set aside a 
„debriefing‟ time to go through the notes and recreate the session while it is still fresh 
in their minds. It is also acknowledged that video recording is valuable as it provides 
researchers with information about the way in which people said things15.  
 
The steps in preparing for a focus group discussion are as follows: 
 The project manager is responsible for designing a recruitment 
screener to be used for the recruitment of focus group participants (See 
annexure 1 attached). 
 The fieldwork coordinator is responsible for the recruitment of recruiters 
responsible for the recruitment of the focus group participants (See 
selection process below). 
                                            
13
 Terre Blanche et al, 1999 
14
 Terre Blanche et al, 1999 
15
 Terre Blanche et al, 1999 
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 The fieldwork coordinator is responsible for getting the recruitment 
screeners to the recruiters and take them through the recruitment 
screener so as to start with the recruitment of participants. 
 The recruiters are responsible for completing the recruitment screeners 
during the recruitment of participants, i.e. each recruited participant has 
to have a recruitment screener filled. Recruiters are given timelines to 
recruit participants. 
 Recruiters are responsible for arranging transport for the recruited 
participants to the venue of the focus group discussion. 
 Recruiters are responsible for handing the recruitment screeners and 
the recruited participants to the moderator on the day of the focus 
group discussion.  
 The moderator is responsible for checking the recruitment screeners 
against the participants, i.e. check whether all participants qualify 
according to the specifications of the study. 
 The moderator is then responsible for conducting the focus group 
discussion once he or she is satisfied that all participants fit the criteria 
or qualify according to the specifications of the focus group. 
Participants who do not qualify are not part of the focus group 
discussion. 
 The moderator is responsible for arranging for the delivery of the 
transcribing material together with the tapes to reach the fieldwork 
coordinator or CASE offices. 
 The fieldwork coordinator is then responsible for arranging for the 
recruitment of transcribers to transcribe the focus group discussion.  
 The fieldwork coordinator is responsible for training transcribers on the 
format of the transcript. 
 The fieldwork coordinator is responsible for checking the transcripts for 
grammatical errors before submitting the transcript to the project 
manager. 
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ANNEXURE 5: FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE - 
BENEFICIARIES 
 
Focus Group Discussion Guide for Communities: Perceptions of 
Alternative Building Technologies in Housing. Beneficiaries 
Thank you all very much for agreeing to participate in the research. My name is 
…   I work for CASE, an independent research organisation based in 
Johannesburg and Cape Town. We have been asked by the National 
Department of Human Settlements (NDHS)  to conduct research which explores 
community perceptions and experiences of people living in houses built with 
Alternative Building Technologies/ non-conventional materials (Emison and 
polysterene walls, Moladi technology, Imison, Goldflex 100).  
 
We would like to ask you about your thoughts and experiences regarding 
houses built with non-conventional building materials as opposed to houses 
built with conventional materials (brick and mortar; the factors that affect your 
perceptions about ABTs in housing, and which technology you would prefer 
your house to be built with. 
 
Your experience and insight is very important to us. Everything you say here 
today will be recorded but the recording will only be used by the researchers. 
What you say is confidential and no-one’s name will appear in any report. We 
will combine and compare your responses with other groups which are being 
conducted in other areas. Is there anything you would like to know before we 
start? 
 
 
 
1. Introduction: ice-breaker 
I would like to begin this discussion by asking you a few general questions 
about living in area name   (10 minute discussion). 
 
 How long have you been living in this area? 
 Do you know that you are living in a house built with Alternate Building 
Technology? 
 How long have you lived in the house built with Alternate Building 
Technologies? 
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2. Pre-project implementation 
Let’s talk about how the ABT Housing project was implemented in your 
area. For example, how you came to be on the Housing Programme, what 
you had heard about the ABT Housing Project before you moved into this 
house. (20 minute discussion) 
 
 Before coming into the ABT Housing project, had you heard about the project 
and the type of technology used?  
 What did you hear of the technology to be used to build your house? Did you 
have any knowledge or information regarding the technology that was going to 
be used to build your house (allow individuals to raise their opinion un 
interrupted at least for about 10minutes) 
 
o PROMPT IF NECESSARY: Did you hear good things or bad things 
about the AB technology used to build your house? (PROBE: What 
good things and what bad things?) 
o Where did you get this information from? (PROBE: radio, community 
newspapers, other people living in your area; other organisations, 
public meetings, from the local councillor) 
o Specify the names of these sources. 
o Do you know if the City of Johannesburg, Human Settlements 
department initiated any of these education/awareness workshops? 
o Did someone explain to you the advantages /disadvantages of the 
technology 
 Who do you think made a decision on the technology that was used to build 
your house and how did that make you feel? 
 If you were to choose between alternative technologies or brick and mortar 
house, which one would you choose and why (technology name: 
Prefabricated Polystyrene walls)? (PROBE: if you were given the option not to 
have your house built with ABTs, would you have taken it and why?) 
o Do you have any preferred material building material?   
o Would you recommend alternative technologies to other communities?  
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o Please give reasons for your answer.   
 Did the City of Johannesburg, Human Settlements department inform you 
about the particular type of ABT to be used in building your house, before you 
came into it? (PROBE: what did they tell you about the technology used to 
build your house?) 
 Why do you think this project was implemented (PROBE: to deliver housing to 
the poor faster or easier more energy sufficient, provide employment to 
communities?) 
 What did you think about the use of the technology in building your house, 
after the consultation process regarding the technology? 
(Probe: Did you feel more informed about the technology? / Are you able to 
explain to someone else what technology and how it was used, its green-
value; were you now more accepting of the technology?  
 What was your involvement in the construction of your house? 
(Probe: as a builder during construction, helped carry/hoisting building 
materials, always on site) 
 Was the project able to generate income for you or your spouse, or any 
member of your household or community members? Why do you say this?  
 Did the ABT Housing project assist in creating job opportunities for you or in 
the community? Why do you say this? 
 
 
3. Views on the technology used to build the houses beneficiaries currently 
reside in: 
Let’s turn the discussion towards the way you feel about the technology 
used in the houses you currently reside in: (20 minute discussion) 
 
 How do you feel about the material that was used to build your house? Or 
what do you think about your house? Are you satisfied with the quality of 
the material that was used to build your house?  
 If you had a choice between this type of building material and any other 
(eg. brick and mortar or any other building material) to build your house 
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with, which type of technology would you choose? (Probe: Why do you 
prefer this type of technology?) 
 In your opinion, what would you say are the benefits to having a house 
built with this technology as opposed to one built with conventional brick 
and mortar? 
  What has been your experience of living in this house? Have you ever 
made suggestions either positive or negative about the service you receive 
whilst living in the house? (PROBE: What are the reasons for the 
complaint/s? –eg.: cracks in the walls, / is it cold in summer/ warm in 
winter?  ) 
o If you have complained or made positive compliments, 
how did you complain or complement? i.e. what method of 
complaining or complementing  was useful and worked 
well 
  Are you satisfied or dissatisfied with the construction process of the house 
you live in? (PROBE: was the job of constructing the house done well, was 
there any inconvenience caused to your household as a result, for example 
having to find alternative accommodation while the house is being built 
etc). 
 Do you feel proud to live in this home? Please explain your answer. 
 
4. Post-project implementation: Recommendations for implementing the 
ABT housing project 
To conclude this discussion, let us now talk about how the project could be 
improved. This topic includes aspects, concerning aftercare, once the new 
houses have been built and improvement of the actual project itself (20 
minute discussion). 
 
 Did your household require repairs to the house after it had been built? 
o Were these repairs within 3 months after the house was constructed? 
o Who did the repairs? (Probe: City of Johannesburg Human 
Settlements, repairs done privately, any other entity). 
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o What was the reason for the repairs? 
o How satisfied were you with the repairs? 
 Thinking about the way the use of ABTs in housing project could be improved, 
what 3 key recommendations would you have for the Department of Human 
Settlements to improve the service? (Probe: ensure that the technology is 
approved by relevant authorities,  that developers do not use substandard 
material, developers follow proper procedures during construction of houses,  
beneficiary education about the project (or technologies); better assistance 
after project has been completed i.t.o maintenance, more houses of the like.) 
 Is there anything else you would like to say or talk about in relation to the 
houses built with ______ (technology name)? 
 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS DISCUSSION! 
NOTE TO THE MODERATORS  
Please be focussed on the projects central research question ie. Perceptions of 
alternate technology.  
 
Please distinguish and differentiate between project technology and project process. 
In some cases the department has been exposed to, there are issues between 
contractors or delays in delivery and a project gets a negative name but not the 
technology. So in the discussions the moderator needs to watch for such things. You 
need to let the beneficiaries talk about the frustrations or negative things regarding 
the processes, but they must make sure that at the end we have a clear picture 
regarding perceptions towards technologies more than towards project managers/the 
department/councillors etc. 
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ANNEXURE 6: FOCUS GROUP DISCUSSION GUIDE – 
POTENTIAL BENEFICIARIES 
Focus Group Discussion Guide for Communities: Perceptions of 
Alternative Building Technologies in Housing. Potential 
Beneficiaries 
Thank you all very much for agreeing to participate in the research. My name is 
…   I work for CASE, an independent research organisation based in 
Johannesburg and Cape Town. We have been asked by the National 
Department of Human Settlements (NDHS)  to conduct research which explores 
community perceptions and experiences of people living in houses built with 
Alternative Building Technologies/ non-conventional materials (Emison and 
polysterene walls, Moladi technology, Imison, Goldflex 100).  
 
We would like to ask you about your thoughts and experiences regarding 
houses built with non-conventional building materials as opposed to houses 
built with conventional materials (brick and mortar; the factors that affect your 
perceptions about ABTs in housing, and which technology you would prefer 
your house to be built with. 
 
Your experience and insight is very important to us. Everything you say here 
today will be recorded but the recording will only be used by the researchers. 
What you say is confidential and no-one’s name will appear in any report. We 
will combine and compare your responses with other groups which are being 
conducted in other areas. Is there anything you would like to know before we 
start? 
 
 
 
5. Introduction: ice-breaker 
I would like to begin this discussion by asking you a few general questions 
about living in area name   (15 minute discussion). 
 
 How long have you lived in this area? 
 What is _______ (area name) like as an area to live in? 
o Do you think residents living in your area have a good or a bad quality 
of life? (PROBE: reasons positive and negative) 
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 If there was one thing you would like to change about living in this area, what 
would it be? 
 Thinking in general about the basic services you receive such as water and 
electricity, how satisfied are you with these services? (PROBE: Which services 
are you most satisfied with and which least satisfied with and why?) 
 
6. Perceptions about ABT’s 
Let’s talk about the ABT Housing projects that are being implemented close 
to  your area. For example what you know or have  heard about the ABT 
Housing projects (20 minute discussion) 
 Are you familiar with the term Alternate Building Technologies 
 Are you familiar with ANY alternate building technology 
 How do you feel about the use of Alternate Building Technologies in Housing? 
 What did you hear of the technology used to build the ABT  houses (allow 
individuals to raise their opinion un interrupted at least for about 10minutes) 
o PROMPT IF NECESSARY: Did you hear good things or bad things 
about the AB technology used to build houses? (PROBE: What good 
things and what bad things?) 
o Where did you get this information from? (PROBE: radio, community 
newspapers, other people living in your area; other organisations, 
public meetings, from the local councillor) 
o Specify the names of these sources. 
o Do you know if the City , the Human Settlements Department or who 
initiated any of these education/awareness workshops? 
 If you have a choice to whether you want your house to be built using 
alternative building technologies would you choose ABT‟s (technology name: 
Prefabricated Polystyrene walls)? (PROBE: if you are given the option not to 
have your house built with ABTs, would you have taken it and why?) 
o Would you prefer conventional building materials like brick and mortar 
or, and why? 
o Would you advise a friend or relative living in another area where the 
project has not yet arrived to opt for a house built using ABTs or not. 
o Please give reasons for your answer.   
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 Why do you think that projects using ABT are implemented (PROBE: to deliver 
housing to the poor faster or easier more energy sufficient, provide 
employment to communities?) 
 Do you think the level of community involvement in ABT houses is more or 
less the same as in conventional houses? 
(Probe: as a builder during construction, helped carry/hoisting building 
materials, always on site) 
 Do you think ABT Housing projects assist in creating job opportunities? Why 
do you say this? 
 
 
7. Views on the technology used to build the houses  
Let’s turn the discussion towards the way you feel about the technology 
used in the houses  
 
 In your opinion, what would you say are the benefits to having a house built 
with this technology as opposed to one built with conventional brick and 
mortar? 
 Have you ever heard complaints about the service in ABT houses? (PROBE: 
What are the reasons for the complaint/s? –eg: cracks in the walls, / is it hot in 
summer/ cold in winter?  ) 
 Do you feel people who live in ABT houses feel proud to live in them? Please 
explain your answer. 
 
To conclude this discussion, let us now talk about how the perception of 
ABT’s can be improved (20 minute discussion). 
 
 Thinking about the way the use of ABTs in housing project could be improved, 
what 3 key recommendations would you have for the Department of Human 
Settlements to improve the perception of ABTs? (Probe: ensure that the 
technology is approved by relevant authorities,  that developers do not use 
substandard material, developers follow proper procedures during 
construction of houses,  beneficiary education about the project (or 
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technologies); better assistance after project has been completed i.t.o 
maintenance, more houses of the like.) 
 
 Is there anything else you would like to say or talk about in relation to the 
houses built with ______ (technology name)? 
 
 
THANK YOU FOR YOUR PARTICIPATION IN THIS DISCUSSION! 
 
 
 
